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The early childhood administrator is tasked with overseeing all operations within
the early childhood program. Operational functions include functions traditionally
associated with education including the design and implementation of curriculum,
creating and maintaining the learning environment, and ensuring the health and safety of
children enrolled in the program. The administrator of the early childhood program is
also tasked with other functions including human resource functions, budgeting, as well
as income and cost management. Additionally, the administrator should be an advocate
within public policy concerning early childhood education. Research has acknowledged
the functions associated with the early childhood administrator role. In 1992, Paula
Jorde-Bloom named the early childhood administrator as the “Gatekeeper of Quality”.
Since then, research has supported that establishing and maintaining quality is yet another
responsibility of the early childhood administrator. The current study examined the role
of the administrator, particularly the preparation that the administrator receives, in an
effort to determine the impact that the administrator has on the quality of the program. A
sample (n = 224) was pulled from early childhood administrators in Mississippi. The

preparation received by these administrators, including formal education and additional
training, was measured and regression analysis with Early Childhood Environment
Rating Scale Revised (ECERS-R) scores measuring quality of the early childhood
program regressed with an aggregated early childhood administration preparation
variable to determine if administration preparation could predict overall quality within
the early childhood program. As the literature indicated that fiscal management practices
also fall under the scope of responsibilities of the administrator, fiscal management
preparation was isolated and regression analysis with ECERS-R scores was conducted to
determine if fiscal management preparation could predict overall quality within the early
childhood program as well. The study found that administration preparation was a
significant predictor of quality. However, preparation specific to fiscal management
knowledge was not found to be a predictor of overall quality. Practical implications and
suggestions for future research are addressed.
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INTRODUCTION TO THE CURRENT STUDY
Introduction
Early childhood education is a sector of the education field which primarily
focuses on children from birth to eight years of age. According to Child Care Aware
(2015), a national resource and referral source for early childhood, there are 15,082,911
children under the age of six who potentially need child care and an estimated 114,000
child care programs in the United States. It is also reported that in Mississippi there are
202,351 children (Child Care Aware, 2015) who potentially need childcare and there are
approximately 1,534 early childhood programs in the state (Mississippi Department of
Health, 2015). All early childhood programs are regulated through a state-mandated
child care licensure agency, (e.g., Mississippi Department of Health) which monitor
programs for compliance with health and safety guidelines and practices. The early
childhood industry is also comprised of a wide array of programs which can be classified
in many different ways, but are typically identified by their legal orientation (e.g., public
or private sector, and profit orientation).
Across the nation, the early childhood program is managed by the early childhood
administrator. These administrators come from a variety of educational and professional
backgrounds (Ryan et al., 2011), and do not all possess the same knowledge base and
skill sets. There is some consensus in research on what the administrator should know
1

and be able to do, but this topic remains inadequately addressed and theorized
(Stamopoulos, 2012; Zaman et al., 2012). Specifically, research does not identify what
type of preparation (i.e., formal education or credentials) has the greatest impact on the
quality of the early childhood program itself. The early childhood industry could benefit
from a perspective backed by empirical evidence that would provide indication on how
administrators should best be prepared for the duties and responsibilities for their role in
administration.
Current research has indicated that both program quality and business or fiscal
management practice is heavily incorporated in role of the early childhood administrator
(Nuppopen, 2006; Whitebook et al., 2012; Ryan et al., 2011; Jin, 2008). However,
existing research did not investigate the impact that administrator preparation or fiscal
management practice has on the quality of the early childhood program or the
effectiveness of the early childhood administrator. This study sought to examine
administrator preparation, with a specific focus on fiscal or business management, and
help provide clarification on what type of preparation, (e.g., formal education and
credentials), leads to higher quality in the early childhood program.
The Gatekeeper of Quality
Paula Jorde-Bloom, a premier researcher in early childhood administration, used
the phrase “the gatekeeper of quality” to describe the early childhood administrator or
director, reasoning that it is the early childhood administrator who is responsible for the
control factors (e.g., personnel management, operational policies and procedures,
curriculum, health and safety practices, fiscal management, legal issues, parent relations,
and community engagement) which, when properly measured, elevate the level of quality
2

within their programs (1992). Since the Jorde-Bloom study was written, other research
has validated what Bloom asserts in this study [i.e., early childhood administration is a
key element in the success or failure of the program as a whole (Bloom & Bella, 2005;
Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Hujala, 2004; Jin, 2008; Lower & Cassidy, 2007;
Nuppopen, 2006; Stamopoulos, 2012; Whitebook et al., 2012; Wise & Wright, 2012)].
Research on the role of the early childhood administrator has identified other
responsibilities of this position to include: curriculum and program design and
implementation (Hujala, 2004; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Nuppopen, 2006), maintaining
relationships with parents and families (Hujala, 2004; Scopelliti, 2013), support and
nurturing of teaching staff (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle,2010; Hujala, 2004; Lower &
Cassidy, 2007), knowledge of related public policy (Hujala, 2004; Jin, 2008; Nuppopen,
2006; Zaman et al., 2012), advocacy for the early childhood field (Stamopoulos, 2012),
human resource functions (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Nuppopen, 2006; Ryan et
al., 2011; Whitebook et al., 2012) and fiscal health and management of the program (Jin,
2008; Hillemeier et al., 2013; Nuppopen, 2006; Ryan et al., 2011; Whitebook et al., 2012;
Wise & Wright, 2012). Quality is tied to each of these components of an early childhood
program, and the leadership of a program is a critical factor involved in the achievement
of that quality (Wise & Wright, 2012).
Fiscal Management Knowledge
Business or fiscal management refers to the knowledge base and skills associated
with the financial workings of a program. In the context of an early childhood program,
direct duties associated with fiscal management include budget creation and
implementation, management of income and expenses, as well as management of
3

financial supports, (e.g., child care subsidy) received by the program. Fiscal management
plays an indirect role with all other components of a program including human resource
management, program and curriculum development, and marketing and public relations.
In essence, effective fiscal management is the foundation of the success of any entity
(Mirocha et al., 2013; Osula & Nig, 2014; Valdiserri & Wilson, 2010) including early
childhood programs (Ryan et al., 2011; Wise & Wright, 2012). A knowledge of early
childhood development is understood as essential to the early childhood administrator,
but the same cannot be said for business or fiscal management. Existing research on
early childhood administration did indicate that business or fiscal management is an
essential part of the role, but did not provide empirical evidence to support this link
Hujala, 2004; Ryan, Whitebook, Kipnis, & Sakai, 2011; Whitebook, Kipnis, Sakai, &
Austin, 2012).
Statement of the Problem
Over the past several years, the perspective of the early childhood education
industry has changed for those working within the industry, as well as other early
childhood stakeholders, (e.g., parents, policy-makers, and communities where early
childhood programs exist). Child care programs, once predominantly viewed as parental
substitutes, are now seen as a necessary element in preparing children for their academic
and professional future (Bloom & Bella, 2005; Ryan, Whitebook, Kipnis, & Sakai, 2011).
Managing these early childhood programs is the early childhood administrator who is
responsible for operations of the early childhood program.
Changes within the industry have led to changes to the scope of responsibilities
for the early childhood administrator. There is a push for administration to build on the
4

level of knowledge within the early childhood profession including pedagogical capacity,
but also knowledge related to organizational and fiscal management (Hujala, 2004; Ryan
et al., 2011; Whitebook et al., 2011). Research has also found that administrators do not
feel confident in their preparation for the role, describing themselves as “overwhelmed”
(Bloom, Jackson, Talan, & Kelton, 2013). Currently, research on leadership within the
early childhood industry, particularly focusing on business knowledge among early
childhood administration was limited and not properly theorized (Stamopoulos, 2012;
Zaman, Amin, Momjian, & Ting 2012). Therefore, more research focusing on business
knowledge among early childhood administration and the level of impact this type of
knowledge has on the effectiveness of early childhood administration was needed to fill
this gap. A closer examination of the role of the early childhood administrator,
specifically to address if and how preparation for the role is a factor in quality
improvement and sustainability was needed as well.
Background of the Current Study
The Early Childhood Industry
Early childhood in the nation began in 1854 with the opening of the Nursery
School for Children and Poor Women, which was operated in connection with the
Children’s Hospital of New York City. Since then, early childhood has evolved into an
industry comprised of for-profit, non-profit, and publically funded programs. Within the
public sector exist Head Start, Early Head Start, public Pre-Kindergarten programs, and
some after-school programs that are affiliated with public school districts. These
programs are funded through federal and state government mandate. The private sector,
which comprises the majority of programs in the industry, includes both for-profit and
5

non-profit programs which may be organized as sole-proprietorship businesses,
corporations, limited liability companies (LLC), or partnerships. Programmatically, forprofits and non-profits may operate similarly, the primary difference being the way
profits are maintained and utilized. With the exception of illegal activity, for-profits are
free to handle excess profit margins in any way the ownership of the program sees fit.
However, non-profit programs must retain profits to invest into the program. Upon
dissolution, a non-profit must transfer any and all assets it maintains to another non-profit
organization. Assets may not be sold for monetary gain.
The Question of Quality
Addressing quality within the early childhood education field has been an
ongoing issue for researchers and practitioners alike. The definition of what a “quality”
early childhood program is tends to differ from one program to the next (Cleveland &
Krashinsky, 2009; Hujala 2004; Jin, 2008; Rigby, Ryan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2007;
Whitebook et al., 2012; Whitehead & Kay, 2013). Quality in the scope of early
childhood refers to the level of age-appropriate educational experiences a child receives
within the program that the child attends (Keys, et al., 2013; Fenech, Sweller, &
Harrison, 2010; Hillemeier et al., 2013). Programmatic differences are not only the result
of diverse expectations set forth by industry stakeholders (Hujala, 2004; Keys et al.,
2013) but are also a reflection seen in the diversity of early childhood practitioners [i.e.,
administrators and teachers (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Nuppopen, 2006; Ryan
et al., 2011)]. Variation of program design (e.g. publically funded, faith-based,
prekindergarten collaborative programs etc.), while satisfying some desires at community
and state levels, has raised a question of whether or not all programs are operating at an
6

adequate (e.g. experiences are provided that promote child growth and development)
level of quality to meet children’s needs (Brown & Hallam, 2004; Rigby, Ryan, &
Brooks-Gunn, 2007).
In addition to a variety of programs, the field is host to professionals who come
from diverse educational and professional backgrounds, all working toward the goal of
preparing children for their futures. The diversification seen in both program structure
and the workforce in the early childhood field has allowed for early childhood education
to be highly adapted to meet the needs of children and their families, however with wide
diversification comes a lack of standardization. The lack of nationwide standardization
has led some early childhood stakeholders, (e.g., practitioners, researchers, and policy
makers) to question whether or not quality exists across the industry as a whole.
Therefore, quality enhancement and sustainability has become a target conversation
among practitioners, researchers, and policy-makers alike (Brown, 2009).
With few exceptions, early childhood programs must be “licensed” to operate
through a state-level agency, (e.g., the Mississippi Department of Human Services). It is
these agencies that decide whether or not an early childhood program meets minimum
standards to operate. Licensing authority varies across states, but typically it is the state’s
Department of Human Services or a Department of Health that acts as governing agency.
In Mississippi, the Department of Health governs health and safety standards for early
childhood programs, but quality standards are established by the Mississippi Department
of Human Services. Thus, a strong collaborative effort between these two agencies is
essential for quality early childhood programming.
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How Quality is measured
Many states are addressing the standard of quality in early childhood by adopting
state-level quality rating improvement systems (QRIS). Each state QRIS incorporates
specific measures of quality within their initiative. These include the Environment
Rating Scales (ERS), (e.g., Infant/Toddler Environment Rating Scale (ITERS), Early
Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Revised (ECERS-R) which represent widely
adopted assessments (Fenech, Sweller, & Harrison, 2010; Hillemeier, Morgan, Farkas, &
Maczuga, 2013; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Scopelliti & Musatti, 2013). Both the ITERS-R
and ECERS-R assess quality of classroom functions which are organized into six
subscales including space and furnishings, personal care routines, language and reasoning
opportunities, activities, interactions, and program structure. Assessment takes place
with a trained assessor spending several hours observing classroom activities. Scores
range from 1 to 7 with 1 = inadequate, 3 = minimal, 5 = good, and 7 = excellent (Harms,
Clifford, & Cryer, 2005).
Purpose of the Current Study
The purpose of the current study was to examine administrator preparation, with a
specific focus on fiscal or business management in addition to early childhood
development and education, and determine if (a) administration preparation was
associated with early childhood program quality and (b) administration preparation could
predict quality in the early childhood program.
Research Questions and Objectives
This study addressed the following questions:
8

1.

Does early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) predict overall
quality within the early childhood program?

2.

Does early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) predict quality
within structural components of the early childhood program (e.g., space
and furnishings and program structure)?

3.

Does early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) predict quality
within programmatic components of the early childhood program (e.g.,
personal care routines, listening and talking, language reasoning,
activities, and interaction)?

4.

Does early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) predict overall quality in the early childhood
program?

5.

Does early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) predict quality within structural components of the
early childhood program (e.g., space and furnishings and program
structure)?
9

6.

Does early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) predict quality within programmatic components of
the early childhood program (e.g., personal care routines, listening and
talking, language reasoning, activities, and interaction)?
Significance of the Current Study

Addition to the Literature
Current research addressed the common responsibilities of early childhood
administration to include both curriculum and program design and implementation
(Hujala, 2004; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Nuppopen, 2006), and fiscal health and
management of the program (Jin, 2008; Nuppopen, 2006; Ryan et al., 2011; Whitebook
et al., 2012). Research also linked quality sustainment with the role of the administrator
(Bloom, 1992; Bloom & Bella, 2005; Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Hujala, 2004;
Jin, 2008; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Nuppopen, 2006; Stamopoulos, 2012; Whitebook et
al., 2012; Wise & Wright, 2012). Research has started to acknowledge that program
quality and business or fiscal management are important components of early childhood
administrative practice, however, empirical support that links these components had not
been provided. Particularly, research did not address which type of preparation, (e.g.,
formal education or credentials) led to higher quality in the early childhood program.
This study sought to address these gaps in the literature, and to provide insight on more
effective ways to prepare early childhood administrators for their role. It was the first
step at creating a model of early childhood leadership that takes into account
10

administrator preparation (i.e., the type of knowledge that best prepares the administrator
for the responsibilities associated with the role).
Significance to Policy
The early childhood industry is tasked with preparing children for their academic
futures, which not only includes school readiness skills but involves being
developmentally prepared physically, socially, emotionally, and cognitively for learning
and interacting with their peers and adults. Political attention has been drawn to the
industry, and it is important that policy decisions reflect what research has determined as
best practice for a young child’s education. James Heckman, an economist who won a
Nobel-Prize, has linked investment in establishing quality early childhood education with
educational success, employment, higher earnings, economic efficiency, and overall a
better standard of living (Heckman, 2011; Heckman, Pinto, & Savelyev, 2013). It is the
early childhood administrator who is responsible for the operations of the program
including the components related to quality. Therefore, it is critical that policy decisions
give attention to early childhood administration, especially regarding policy decisions on
the type of qualifications (i.e., educational degree and experience) that are considered
necessary for the role of the administrator. It is important that fiscal management
preparation, in addition to early childhood development and education, is considered
when policy is made. Regardless of the type of program (e.g., for-profit, non-profit,
Head Start) it is the early childhood administrator who will implement and ultimately
help sustain best practice and quality enhancement through the operational management
of the program level. Policy makers, quality initiative leaders, and researchers must
11

include the administrator in quality improvement-related policy and plans. An empirical
study linking the administrator to quality was needed to provide a basis for this argument.
Summary
Raising the level of quality within the early childhood program is an issue that is
being addressed in different ways. Researchers agree that quality should be addressed
within the early childhood program, but acknowledge that quality measurement and
improvement is not easily accomplished as quality standards differ among programs
(Hujala 2004; Jin, 2008; Whitebook et al., 2012. Policy-makers at the state and federal
level are also getting involved in the topic of quality in early childhood education, and are
pushing to dictate how programs should ensure that quality is incorporated into the
program (Brown, 2009). Leading the quality improvement initiative are state-level
quality rating and improvement systems which are working to establish state-centered
quality standards and help programs within the system’s respective state to reach and
maintain these quality standards. As researchers, policy-makers, and quality rating and
improvement systems move forward, it is important to take into consideration the
administrators of early childhood programs.
The literature has given the role of “gatekeeper of quality” to the early childhood
administrator (Bloom, 1992). Research has strongly indicated that the administrator is a
key element in the success or failure of the early childhood program, which includes the
fiscal management of the program (Bloom & Bella, 2005; Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle,
2010; Hujala, 2004; Jin, 2008; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Nuppopen, 2006; Stamopoulos,
2012; Whitebook et al., 2012; Wise & Wright, 2012). Furthermore, research has
concluded that sound fiscal management contributes to the welfare of any firm (Karadag,
12

2015; Mirocha, Bents, LaBrosse, & Rietow, 2013; Osula & Ng, 2014). What the
research had not clearly defined was the extent the administrator’s role plays on quality,
particularly what type of preparation, (e.g., formal education and/or credentials) leads to
higher quality in the early childhood program. To help policy-makers and state-level
quality improvement systems understand how to incorporate the early childhood
administrator in the drive toward quality improvement, the role of the administrator,
particularly how preparation for the role needed to be more closely examined. The
relation between early childhood administration and preparation needed to be supported
with empirical evidence.

13

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
The purpose of the current study was to identify how preparation for the early
childhood administrator role, specifically pertaining to fiscal management knowledge and
training, impacted the quality of the early childhood program. This review of the
literature began with examining the research that has been conducted on the variables of
interest for this study, (e.g., the role and responsibilities of the early childhood
administrator, administrator preparation, fiscal management knowledge and practice,
quality in the context of early childhood, and how quality is measured,). To examine the
literature, the Mississippi State University Library Discovery service, as well as Google
Scholar were utilized.
Searches for peer-reviewed articles published from 2010 to 2016 were conducted
using the phrases, “quality early childhood”, “quality early childhood programs”, “quality
child care”, “child care director”, “early childhood director”, “child care administrator”,
“child care administration”, “early childhood educational administration”, “child care
management”, “early childhood leadership”, “educational leadership”, “fiscal
management”, “financial management”, “small business management”, “small business
leadership”, “early childhood administrator preparation”, “early childhood administration
qualifications”, and “child care director qualifications”. Results were found in the
14

Google Scholar database as well as in databases through Mississippi State University
Library Discovery: Academy Search Premier, SCOPUS, ERIC, and Business Source
Complete. This search strategy yielded very limited results, less than 20 articles;
therefore the date range was increased to yield additional results to include articles
published as early as the year 2000. Additionally, cited authors from studies revealed
through searches were examined to widen the range of studies included in this review.
Upon examining the literature, it was found that the literature indicated that early
childhood administration qualifications (i.e., degree level and type) were varied in the
industry. The literature also identified that the quality of the program does fall within the
scope of responsibilities of the administrator. However, the literature did not address the
impact that particular qualifications, specifically early childhood development and
business/fiscal management knowledge, have on the quality of the program or what type
of preparation (i.e., formal education and early childhood management credentials) has
the greatest impact on the quality of the early childhood program. Considering the
limitations of the literature, this review provided a synopsis of current research that has
been conducted on early childhood administration.
Early Childhood Administration
The early childhood administrator or childcare director represents the
management of an early childhood program. Researchers acknowledge that the
composition of early childhood administrators in the industry is widely diverse (Zaman et
al., 2012) and includes a variety of educational and professional backgrounds (Brownlee
et al., 2010; Nuppopen, 2006; Ryan et al., 2011). Rather than focus on the strengths and
weaknesses of the various backgrounds, current research has looked specifically at the
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duties and responsibilities associated with the role of the early childhood administrator
(e.g., curriculum and program design, maintaining parent and family relationships,
leadership style for motivating staff, public policy involvement, human resource
management, and fiscal management). Literature indicated that each of these dutyrelated factors are necessary functions for the early childhood administrator to effectively
manage the early childhood program and actively engaging in these factors is necessary
to establish high quality programs (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Stamopoulos,
2012; Talan, Bloom, & Kelton, 2014).
Curriculum and Program Design and Implementation
In the context of the early childhood industry, “program” refers an early
childhood facility and the activities that take place at the facility (e.g., classroom
activities, outdoor or playground activities, meal-times, and daily care activities such as
diapering and good health and safety practices). “Curriculum” by high quality standards
is comprised of all the daily activities that children engage in at the early childhood
program. In essence, curriculum and program design are indivisible (Bloom, 1992). The
early childhood administrator is responsible for the planning of these indivisible
elements, as well as overseeing their implementation (Nuppopen, 2006). Furthermore, it
is the responsibility of early childhood administrators to ensure at all times that the design
and implementation of the program and curriculum adhere to developmentally
appropriate practice (Lower & Cassidy, 2007). Research also claimed that the director
must be involved not only with the design of program and curriculum but should be
directly involved with the children that are enrolled in the program (i.e. the administrative
role involves some teaching elements as well (Hujala, 2004)). This direct involvement
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with children is seen as necessary for the early childhood administrator to maintain an
accurate and realistic picture of how the program is operating.
Maintaining Parent and Family Relationships
Research has shown that parents who take interest in their child’s education at the
early level highly value interactions with the administrator of the early childhood
program (Whitebook, et al., 2012). Parents specifically value the chance to share ideas
and particular experiences with program administration and teaching staff (Scopelliti &
Musatti, 2013). Early childhood administration is tasked with the responsibility of
maintaining quality relationships with parents and families through open communication
about experiences a child may have while enrolled in the program, as well as, the child’s
educational progress. The early childhood administrator may often act as a liaison
between teaching staff and parents as well, ensuring that quality staff and parent/family
relationships are being maintained (Hujala, 2004).
Parental involvement is an important factor in a child’s education. Administrators
should also be aware of the fact that parents represent their customer base and the major
source of income for the program. Nurturing and maintaining relationships with parents
is a way to better ensure trust between parent and administrator. A trusting relationship
(Omar, Nazri, Abu, & Omar, 2009) between the early childhood administrator and
parents is critical component to parental satisfaction, a strong indicator of enrollment
retention (Keiningham, Aksoy, Andreassen, & Estrin, 2006).
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Leadership Style for Motivating Staff
When looking at administration/teaching staff relationships, research has
indicated that the behavior of teaching staff is strongly related to the behavior of the early
childhood administrator (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Lower & Cassidy, 2007). It
is important that early childhood administration support daily activities and efforts of
teaching staff in several different ways [e.g., providing a pleasant work environment,
showing appreciation and rewarding staff members, and allowing for continued
professional development opportunities (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle; Lower & Cassidy,
2007; Talan, Bloom, & Kelton, 2014)]. Research has also supported the concept that
early childhood administrators as managers are tasked with recognizing and nurturing
potential within their staff members. Having appropriate reward and motivation
protocols in place leads to higher job performance (Khan, 2012), higher job satisfaction,
and results in lower turnover rates (Huang, 2011). Diverse leadership philosophies assist
administrators with developing a leadership style that meets the needs of staff.
Transformational leadership was conceptualized in 1978 by political scientist
James Burns and has become more popular in the studies of management and
organizational behavior (Wright & Pandey, 2009). This style of leadership requires a
focus on employees and their individual strengths rather than focusing on employee
performance alone, which is indicative of a transactional leadership style (Brownlee,
Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Michael, 2012). The theory focused on building an employee’s
capacity of their strengths and thereby mitigating weaknesses. The leader or manager
helps to “transform” the individual by changing his/her perspective or attitude from
individual need to that of the need of the organization (i.e., the employee sees
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himself/herself as an integral part of an organization’s success (Brown & May, 2012;
Wright & Pandey, 2009)). Leaders are required to see their organization as more than
just a business firm, but also a complex social system in which their employees act as
vital components of keeping the system going (Spanyi, 2011).
Transformational leadership requires a commitment on the part of the manager to
focus on their employees rather than just focus on the policies and operations of their
organization. Coaching and mentoring take the place of strict disciplinary action, which
has been shown to lead to higher employee performance and job satisfaction (Men &
Stacks, 2013; Salk & Schneider; Wright & Pandey, 2009). In the context of the early
childhood program, the administrator must empower their employees to recognize their
own contribution to the program and take personal responsibility for the learning out
comes of the children enrolled in the program (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010).
Public Policy Advocate
Public policy governs early childhood program operation through state-level
licensing requirements. A designated child care licensing agency regulates the daily
operation of programs within the state, including enrollment allotments, indoor and
outdoor facilities, health and safety requirements, nutritional guidelines, and personnel
qualifications. Licensing regulatory control level differs from one state to another. Some
states have integrated a quality rating improvement system into their licensing structure
typically. The licensing regulations in these states typically represent a higher level of
regulatory control because these quality rating systems often address curriculum practices
and require higher qualifications for teaching staff and administrators.
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Policy also regulates funding for programs who utilize subsidy money from the
Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) Fund which is regulated by the
Office of Child Care, a federal level agency (Hawkinson, Griffen, Dong, & Maynard,
2013; Moody-Dyer, 2011; Ryan et al., 2011; Shlay, Weinraub, & Harmon, 2010).
Funding is divided among states. Each state, as with licensing, has a designated agency
that regulates and distributes subsidy funding to child care programs (St. ClairChristman, Buell, & Gamel-McCormick, 2011). Early childhood programs receive
subsidy money for each child enrolled in their program full time (Yoonsook, Magnuson,
& Ybarra, 2012). Each state agency sets the limit for how much subsidy (e.g.,
reimbursement rates (Shlay, Weinraub, & Harmon, 2010)) will be given per enrolled
child. Additionally, state agencies decide on the criteria that a program must meet to
qualify to receive subsidy (Dinehart, Manfra, Katz, & Hartman, 2012; Shlay, Weinraub,
& Harmon, 2010). As with child care licensing, some states have integrated a quality
rating improvement system (QRIS) into their child care subsidy system (Dinehart et al.,
2012). The requirements to receive subsidy in these states are often higher than in states
who have not integrated a QRIS into their subsidy system. For some early childhood
programs, subsidy represents a large percentage or in some cases 100% of income for the
program (Scott & Leymon, 2013). Therefore, losing subsidy funding would be
devastating to these types of programs.
The early childhood administrator must be aware of public policy and how it
affects their program and the families served by the program. Additionally, the
administrator should be actively involved in policy, especially when changes to either
licensing or subsidy requirements may be proposed by legislation. Many of the changes
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in the early childhood field are a result of more attention from public sources, especially
public policy (Hujala, 2004). As legislation increases demands of quality, positive
educational outcomes, and school readiness from the early childhood field, it is the
administrators in the field that must speak up for children, families, and the industry’s
workforce (Stamopoulos, 2012; Whitebrook et al., 2012). Legislative changes happen
relatively quickly, therefore early childhood administrators must be ever engaged
advocates for early childhood (Jin, 2008).
Human Resource Management
Research showed strong indication that resource management functions are also
primarily the responsibility of the early childhood administrator, who deals directly with
staff on a day to day basis. It is essential that early childhood administration work to
create coherent and collegial work environments, as well as, create unified goals among
program staff (Hujala, 2004; Nuppopen, 2006; Ryan et al., 2011). Furthermore,
administration should work to further the education and skill set of teaching staff. By
nurturing a more sophisticated set of epistemological beliefs (i.e. beliefs about
knowledge) within staff members, early childhood administration can create a much
higher quality program overall (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010).
Fiscal Management
Fiscal management is the practice of managing the financial functions of the early
childhood program. These responsibilities include accounting, budgeting, income and
cost management, grants and contracts management, and specific human resource
functions (i.e., payroll and benefits (Nuppopen, 2006; Whitebook et al., 2012)). Early
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childhood administration is heavily tasked with maintaining and reporting funding
management within their respective programs (Ryan et al., 2011), as budget margins are
usually very tight (Jin, 2008), leaving little room for exorbitant spending. Although fiscal
management knowledge is essential to early childhood administration (Nuppopen, 2006;
Whitebook et al., 2012), research has indicated that fiscal management is often an area
early childhood administrators lack skill and confidence to properly execute. Nearly onethird of directors in one study stated they were not confident and felt ineffective
regarding fiscal management (Ryan et al., 2011).
Does the Early Childhood Administrator Impact Quality?
Research showed some clear indication that effective early childhood
administration is linked to quality programs (Bloom & Bella, 2005; Brownlee, Nailon, &
Tickle, 2010; Hujala, 2004; Jin 2008; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Nuppopen, 2006;
Stamopoulos, 2012; Whitebook et al., 2012; Wise & Wright, 2012), but research did not
clearly indicate how strong this relation was, or what specific components or decisions
contribute most to creating and sustaining a quality early childhood program
(Stamopoulos, 2012; Wise & Wright, 2012). To address this gap, the relation between
the duties identified by research as associated with the administrator role (e.g.,
curriculum and program design, maintaining parent and family relationships, leadership
style, public policy involvement, human resource management and fiscal management,
and the level of quality of the program) need to be examined more closely. With each
administrative duty, comes choices pertaining to that duty. For example the early
childhood administrator may choose to utilize transformational or transactional
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management practices associated within the context of his or her leadership style. Which
choice leads to a higher quality program?
Early Childhood Administrator Preparation
Industry-wide, early childhood administration lacks a clear identity (Brownlee,
Nailon, & Tickle, 2010), which may be largely due to the widely diverse educational and
professional background that comprises the population of administration in early
childhood (Whitebook et al., 2011). Requirements to operate as an early childhood
administrator vary from one state to another (Bloom et al., 2013; Institute of Medicine
and National Research Council, 2015), which may also account for the diversity of early
childhood administrators across the nation. Early childhood researchers and theorists
have agreed that the administrator’s role is important, and individuals fulfilling this role
need to be highly trained, but there is a lack of agreement on what constitutes minimum
qualifications and how administrators should be trained (Bloom, 1992). The relation
between the administrator’s training and academic preparation and the quality and
stability of the early childhood program represented another gap in the research.
Some researchers have found that educational levels of directors range from
associate level degrees to doctoral degrees (Brownlee et al., 2010; Nupponen, 2006; Ryan
et al., 2011; Talan, Bloom, & Kelton, 2014). Additionally, research indicated that degree
type also varies among directors and may include early childhood education, but also
includes business administration, human development, psychology, or another sciencerelated degree (Ryan et al., 2011), as well as, elementary education, sports medicine, and
occupational therapy (Brownlee et al., 2010). In addition to variance in the context of
formal or college education, examination of administrator qualifications revealed that
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there is a strong presence of credential-based programs. The most common programs
offering professional credentials for early childhood administrators are the Child
Development Associate (CDA) credential and child care management credentials which
are recognized by 28 states across the nation [e.g., Mississippi Director’s Credential, the
New Jersey Director’s Academy Credential, the Illinois Early Childhood Leadership
Training Program, North Carolina Credential III, and the Wisconsin Professional
Credential for Child Care Administrators, (Ryan et al. 2011; Whitebook et al., 2012;
Bloom & Sheerer, 1992; Lower & Cassidy, 2007)].
The CDA credential represents a nationally recognized certification that uses a
research-based curriculum including early childhood development, as well as, methods of
meeting developmental needs in a group care and education setting (i.e., the early
childhood program). Early childhood management credentials represent various
programs created and utilized by states as ways to supplement administrators with early
childhood development knowledge, as well as, business management knowledge. For
example, the Director’s Credential in Mississippi represents a 144 hour management
course which includes information on early childhood development and education, as
well as information regarding administration and fiscal management practices. Of the
128 training hours in the course, 64 hours are dedicated to early childhood development
and education; 64 hours are dedicated to administration and fiscal management practices
(Early Years Network, 2015).
Examination of Administrator Preparation
Nuppopen (2006) required participants to hold a degree in early childhood
education to participant in the study, while Whitebook and colleagues (2011) collected
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sample degree levels and areas to establish a preliminary profile of the early childhood
administration workforce in California. Brownlee and colleagues collected educational
levels and degree types in their study on epistemological beliefs (2010) and
transformational leadership, but the study did not link education to a participant’s belief
systems. Ryan and colleagues (2011) used an interview-based study to determine how
participants felt their formal education and New Jersey based management credential
prepared them for their role as early childhood administrator. The study found that
participants reported management credential courses helped prepare them for their role as
early childhood administrator, but the presence of a formal degree was not reported in the
study as an area of importance or concern by participants. Rather participants voiced that
fiscal management and early childhood development were areas they would like to learn
more about (Ryan et al., 2011). Talan and colleagues (2014) included degree level (e.g.,
baccalaureate and graduate level degrees) in their sample, but only as a description of the
sample. This study focused on the effects of their Taking Charge of Change Program, a
management training series, offered to Illinois-based administrators. Preparation has
been included in research on the early childhood administrator, primarily as a sample
descriptor. However, research that links preparation to the effectiveness of the
administrator represented a gap in the literature which focuses on early childhood
administration.
Business and Fiscal Management Knowledge
The impact of business or fiscal management knowledge was not specifically
addressed in literature focused on early childhood administration. However it was
addressed in the literature in the context of business firm management and small business
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management. Having an annual budget process in place, as well as, a multi-year strategic
financial management plan is critical to the sustainment of any firm (Mirocha, Bents,
LaBrosse, & Rietow, 2013; Osula & Ng, 2014). Furthermore, management decisions
regarding the operations of the firm should be tied directly (Mirocha, et al., 2013) to the
fiscal management strategy of the firm (i.e., meeting short-term and long-term financial
goals). Even in the non-profit sector, fiscal management was identified as key to a firm’s
success in securing its place in the market (Cleveland & Krashinsky, 2009; Kwon, 2013).
Financial management decisions are some of the most important challenges facing
small to medium-sized firms (Mazzarol, 2014). The financial management practices
utilized by the firm’s administration greatly impacts the well-being of the program. Poor
financial management practice has been shown as a major cause of business failure
(Karadag, 2015). An early childhood program, regardless of profit-status, operates as a
small business firm. Examining fiscal management knowledge and practice in the
context of the early childhood program, would benefit the administrator by helping to
establish what financial management practices would contribute to financial stability and
higher quality for the program.
Quality in Early Childhood Education
An early childhood program that incorporates quality is one that incorporates ageappropriate educational experiences into the program (Keys, et al., 2013; Fenech,
Sweller, & Harrison, 2010; Hillemeier et al., 2013). High quality programs are those
programs that would offer adequate (i.e., age appropriate learning experiences that further
development) or exceptional educational experiences for young children, while low
quality programs are those that would offer less than adequate educational experiences
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for young children (Abner, Gordon, Kaestner, & Koreman, 2013; Esping-Andersen et al.,
2012; Kelton, Talan, & Bloom, 2013; McCarthy, Whitebook, Ritchie, & Frede, 2010;
Ruzek, Burchinal, Farkas, & Duncan, 2014; Vitiello, Booren, Downer, & Williford,
2012). Research strongly indicated that young children enrolled in quality early child
care programs leads to better outcomes as related to higher education attendance,
performance on intellectual and academic tests (Esping-Andersen et al., 2012), and a
higher chance of entering and remaining in the workforce (Ma et al., 2013). Furthermore,
the parents of children enrolled in quality child care programs are more likely to attain
higher education degrees and remain active in the workforce as child care programs meet
the need of daily care (Schilder & Smith-Leavell, 2015). While the early childhood
industry has agreed upon the definition of what quality is, a consensus on how quality is
best measured is not as concrete among industry stakeholders (Moodie-Dyer, 2011;
Rigby, Ryan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2007; Whitehead & Krieg, 2013).
Measuring Quality in Early Childhood Education
A national consensus on the conceptualization of quality early childhood
education currently does not exist (Mashburn, et al., 2008), however, there are numerous
state-based initiatives, (e.g., Alabama, Arizona, Georgia, Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota,
Mississippi, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Washington) that are
working to develop a consensus of quality at their state level (Rigby, Ryan, & BrooksGunn, 2007; Scopelliti & Musatti, 2013). These states are implementing Quality Rating
Improvement Systems (QRIS) or Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) Systems
(Kelton, Talan, & Bloom, 2013; Ma et al., 2015; NAEYC, 2010). These initiatives work
to establish state-wide accepted standards of quality for programs for early childhood, as
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well as, work to raise the quality of early childhood programs within the state to these
standards (Ma et al., 2013). However, standards show variation from state to state.
Additionally, indicators of quality (Fenech, Sweller, & Harrison, 2010; Hillemeier et al.,
2013; Vitiello et al., 2012) from one type of program to the next (i.e., for profit, nonprofit, and publically funded programs) show variation within states as well (Hillemeier
et al., 2013). When measuring the quality of a program, there are several factors that are
typically examined. These include structural factors (e.g., group and ratio size, health
and safety standards, personnel qualifications), as well as programmatic factors (e.g.,
curriculum and interaction).
Group and Ratio Size
Class or group size and class ratios directly affect the quality of the child’s
experiences as well. A class or group size refers to the number of children enrolled in a
single classroom (Barnett, 2011), and classroom ratio refers to the ratio of adults to
children in a classroom. Both group size regulations and classroom ratio regulations vary
by state. Each state determines the appropriate number of children allowed in a single
classroom with differing group size regulations which are enforced by each state’s child
care licensing agency (Office of Child Care, 2012).
Research supported low group size and low ratios in the classroom (Guo, Piasta,
Justice, and Kaderavek, 2010). The National Association for the Education of Young
Children, a nationally recognized early childhood authority and advocate, has taken a
stance on low group size and low classroom ratios (NAEYC, 2014). A higher group size
and/or teacher to child ratio is indicative of less one-on-one engagement between teacher
and child (Barnett, 2011). Research also indicated that children engaging in positive,
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affectionate, and nurturing relationships with teachers are more likely to have higher
achievement, lower levels of internalizing behavior, and higher social competence than
children who have conflicted or more tense relationships with their teachers (Vitiello, et
al., 2012). Lower group sizes and ratios does directly affect the costs associated with the
early childhood program as lower group sizes and ratios mean more teaching staff and
higher payroll costs.
Health and Safety Practices
Each state has established health and safety requirements which are governed and
regulated by child care licensing agencies (NAEYC, 2010). These agencies regulate
child care programs in the context of the full scope of the program (e.g., facility design
and layout, background check requirements for child care staff, sanitization practices,
handwashing practices, playground and outdoor facilities, and acceptable disciplinary
behavior. States which have established quality improvements systems may require more
stringent health and safety requirements as outlined by the quality measurement tools that
are utilized by the quality improvement system (Hillemeier et al., 2013; Kelton, Talan, &
Bloom, 2013; Keys et al., 2013; Ma et al., 2013; Rigby, Ryan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2007)
Personnel Qualifications
Requirements to teach in a community-based early childhood program vary from
state to state and even program to program. In many states there are no requirements
beyond a high school diploma or GED and being 18 years of age or older (Mashburn, et
al., 2008; Schilder & Smith-Leavell, 2015). Despite these low requirements there is
research-based evidence that teachers with early childhood specific four (Barnett, 2011)
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or two year degrees or at the least an early childhood specific credential (e.g., Child
Development Associate Credential) are better equipped to provide high quality learning
opportunities to children than those who have degrees or certifications in other areas or
no degree or certification at all (Ma et al., 2015; McCarthy et al., 2010). These better
educated teachers have a stronger knowledge base regarding child development, behavior
guidance practices (Barnett, 2011), curriculum planning, effective instruction, and
building parent relationships (Esping-Andersen, 2012; Ruzek et al., 2014).
Qualification requirements for teaching staff differ from one childcare program to
the next. Private programs have the liberty to raise the qualification level for teaching
staff as high as they prefer. Although, due to the cost of childcare, many program owners
or administrators keep requirements low to also keep program costs low. Head Start and
Early Head Start programs, which are publically funded require lead teachers to hold a
minimum of an Associate’s Degree or even Bachelor’s Degree in an early childhood
related degree (Schilder & Smith-Leavell, 2015).
Curriculum and Interaction
The definition of program curriculum was defined by research as all the
experiences a child has throughout the day while present in an early childhood facility.
Theoretically, early childhood curriculum is not limited to scheduled “learning time”,
however programs do incorporate the use of specific learning activities that are designed
to create experiences that will optimize learning and developmental opportunities.
Research strongly supports the use of thematic or project-based learning, rich in hands-on
experiences (Early, et al, 2010; Mashburn et al., 2008; Vitiello et al., 2012). Quality
curriculum also consists of positive engagement between child and teacher, as well as, a
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child’s peer group. Positive engagement is associated with school readiness, better
achievement, and a stronger social skill set (Vitiello, et al., 2012)
Measuring Quality: The Environment Rating Scales
An early childhood program and curriculum consists of all the experiences a child
has while present at the program (Bloom, 1992; Fenech, Sweller, & Harrison, 2010,
Scopelliti & Musatti, 2013). For a program to be a quality program, all of the
experiences that children have while present at the program facility must be exceptional,
educational experiences (Grisham-Brown & Hallam, 2004). Therefore, measurement of
quality of these programs involves looking at a multitude of elements which must be
consistent over the continuum of the program’s operation (Keys et al., 2013; Lower &
Cassidy, 2007; Moodie-Dyer, 2011; Rigby, Ryan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2007; Zaman et al.,
2012). To measure quality in this way, the early childhood industry has utilized a few
different measurement scales, but the most common across states are the Environment
Rating Scales (Fenech, Sweller, & Harrison, 2010; Hillemeier et al., 2013; Keys et al.,
2013; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Scopelleti & Musatti, 2013).
The Environment Rating Scales (ERS) are a collection of quality rating
assessment tools that are divided by age groups (e.g., Infants and Toddlers (ITERS-R),
Preschool (ECERS-R), School-age (SACERS)) and include an assessment particularly
created to assess the quality of home-based programs in which the provider operates from
their own home (e.g., FCCERS). These tools measure overall quality of an early
childhood program, including materials in the learning environment and teacher/child
interaction (Fenech, Sweller, & Harrison, 2010; Lower & Cassidy, 2007). Both the
ITERS-R and the ECERS-R contain 7 Subscales of criteria, which focus on two distinct
31

research-based aspects of quality (e.g., the teaching aspect of environments and the
opportunities for learning aspect (Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2005; Harms, Clifford, &
Cryer, 2006)). The ITERS-R subscales include space and furnishings, personal care
routines, listening and talking, activities, interaction, program structure, and parents and
staff (Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2006). The ECERS-R subscales include space and
furnishings, personal care routines, language-reasoning, activities, interactions, program
structure, and parents and staff (Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2005). Each of these
subscales are measured using a number of items specific to the topic of the subscale. For
example, on the ECERS-R “interaction” is measured by looking at the following items:
supervision of play and learning, peer interaction, staff-child interaction, and discipline
(Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2005; Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2006; Hillemeier, et al.,
2013). The ERS scales are widely accepted as measures of quality in the early childhood
industry. However, very recent studies have urged caution in relying solely on these
tools to measure quality, citing that the ERS tools lack sufficient process, structural, or
criterion validity (Keys, et al., 2013; Scopelliti & Musatti, 2013).
Theoretical Considerations
Business Model of Service Delivery in Child Care Centers
The Business Model of Service Delivery in Child Care Centers (Nuppopen, 2006)
is a model developed based on Australia’s early childhood industry. The model
incorporates elements of the early childhood environment, the performance of the early
childhood program, organizational factors, and the entrepreneurial orientation of the
ownership of the program.
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Theoretical constructs.
1.

Environmental factors: competition among programs within the early
childhood industry

2.

Center performance: programs must be accountable for the quality of child
outcomes

3.

Organizational factors: ownership of the early childhood program must
impact policy development of the program, as well as, sustain constant
evaluation and improvement of the program

4.

Entrepreneurial orientation: programs are required to meet the constantly
increasing needs of families, and a level of commitment to a vision in
which these needs are met must be owned by the program and carried out
with marketing and advertising efforts

This model places the early childhood administrator as the focus (i.e., the
connecting link) between each of these elements. The model illustrates the importance of
the early childhood administrator as the instrument by which these elements are present
and realized within daily operations of the early childhood program. This model
indirectly incorporates some of the research-identified duties of the early childhood
administrator (e.g., curriculum and program design, maintaining parent and family
relationships, leadership style, public policy involvement, human resource management,
and fiscal management). The literature would benefit from taking the constructs in this
model and interjecting how administrator preparation could affect each construct (i.e.,
what type of preparation would lead the administrator to be more successful in these
tasks).
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Theory of Financial Management
The theory of financial management or the theory of modern corporate finance, is
a theoretical framework that focuses on maximizing the potential of a business firm
through sound fiscal management practice. The theory itself is not perfectly suited for
small business (i.e., early childhood programs); however, it offers a basis of comparison
(Ang, 1991) regarding specific fiscal management practices which pertain to how the
early childhood program operates as a small business firm (see Figure 1).
Theoretical constructs in the context of early childhood programs.

Table 1

Financial management theory and the EC program
Theory Constructs

Early Childhood Program

Financial Planning

Fiscal Management Practices

Limited Liability

Licensure/Quality Standards

Entrepreneurship

Program Planning/Implementation

Market Entry Costs

Legal Orientation

Institutional Imperfections

Program Evaluation and Change

Financial planning is the process of establishing both short and long term
financial goals, as well as, establishing a plan for reaching these goals. Primary goals of
most firms include lowering operating costs and increasing the firm’s profit margin (i.e.,
a strong indicator of financial health). Plans for reaching these goals vary according to
the nature of a firm’s operations, however financial goals should be used when/if the
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operations of any firm are altered. In the context of the early childhood program,
financial planning is reflected in fiscal management practices such as budgeting, income
and cost management, and book keeping and accounting practices including payroll and
benefits (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Stamopoulos, 2012; Talan, Bloom, &
Kelton, 2014). Research has identified both fiscal management (i.e., financial planning)
and quality improvement, which encompasses operational changes, as responsibilities of
early childhood administrator. According to the theory of financial management,
administration should incorporate financial planning into operational changes which
should enhance the quality of the program, (i.e., effective financial planning should be
linked to quality improvement).
Liability refers to the chances of legal action being taken as a result of negligent
actions or poor decisions made by a firm’s management. According to the theory, the
leadership of a firm must account for possible liability and take measures to limit liability
(e.g., adhere to governmental sanctions). Early childhood programs face liability issues
as well. Administrators of early childhood programs limit liability by following all child
care licensure regulations. A firm must always be aware of target market wants and
needs, establish ways of meeting the needs, and be cognizant of possible changes in
market trends. Entrepreneurship and necessary risk taking allow firms to remain
competitive in their respective industries. Early childhood administrators must also be
aware of the needs of the communities in which they are located and adapt operations to
meet changing needs. Primarily, this is done through maintaining customer/parent
satisfaction which in turn is an indicator of enrollment retention and income stability
(Keiningham, Aksoy, Andreassen, & Estrin, 2006; Omar, Nazri, Abu, & Omar, 2009).
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The literature indicated that parents place value in high quality elements found in early
childhood programs including: educational experiences, positive relationships with
teachers/caregivers, ability to interact with other children, and opportunities to develop
autonomy (Scopelleti & Musatti, 2013). Thus, incorporating high quality components is
essential to meeting the needs of the parents, (i.e. early childhood’s target market).
Firm leadership must be aware of the costs involved with entering a specific
market and determine if the resources exist to effectively enter the market without putting
unreasonable burden on the firm’s representation (i.e., ownership). Early childhood
ownership can choose to operate the program as either a for-profit or non-profit firm.
Non-profit programs have the option of pursuing grant funding for startup capital. Forprofit program ownership typically does not have the option of grant funding and must
rely on private funding to cover startup costs.
The theory states that a firm must recognize its own limitations and imperfections
and work, if not to eliminate these limitations, at least to mitigate limitations and
imperfections as much as possible. Early childhood leadership must also evaluate
operations and identify areas for improvement in the program (i.e., program planning and
implementation (Nuppopen, 2006)). There are tools to assist administrators with
program planning. For example, the Environment Rating Scales (e.g., the ECERS-R) can
be used as valid measures of quality for program evaluation purposes. Results of ERS
evaluations can be used to implement change to increase the level of quality in the
program (Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2005).
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Summary
This literature review examined research on the topics of quality in the context of
early childhood, the role and duties of the early childhood administrator, and fiscal
management knowledge. Key points of this literature review:


The qualifications of acting early childhood administrators are very
diverse (Zaman et al., 2012) both in educational background (e.g., formal
education, and professional background, e.g., previous work experience
(Brownlee et al., 2010; Nuppopen, 2006; Ryan et al., 2011)).



Current research has identified specific duties (e.g., curriculum and
program design, maintaining parent and family relationships, leadership
style, public policy involvement, human resource management, and fiscal
management) which are essential to establish and operate a high quality
program (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Stamopoulos, 2012; Talan,
Bloom, & Kelton, 2014).



Current research strongly indicated that effective early childhood
administration is linked to the quality of the program (Bloom & Bella,
2005; Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Hujala, 2004; Jin 2008; Lower
& Cassidy, 2007; Nuppopen, 2006; Stamopoulos, 2012; Whitebook et al.,
2012; Wise & Wright, 2012). However, research did not address the
strength of this relation, or particularly how administrator preparation
impacts the quality of the program (Stamopoulos, 2012; Wise & Wright,
2012).
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Business management (i.e., business management) was identified as an
integral component to the success of small to medium-sized firms
(Mazzarol, 2014). Appropriate financial management practices support
the well-being of the program while poor financial management practice is
linked to business firm failure (Karadag, 2015).



High quality programs are linked with outstanding educational
experiences for young children. Low quality programs minimal or less
than minimal educational experiences for young children (Abner, Gordon,
Kaestner, & Koreman, 2013; Esping-Andersen et al., 2012; Kelton, Talan,
& Bloom, 2013; McCarthy, Whitebook, Ritchie, & Frede, 2010; Ruzek,
Burchinal, Farkas, & Duncan, 2014; Vitiello, Booren, Downer, &
Williford, 2012).



To measure the quality of the early childhood program several
components must be investigated including both structural and processoriented factors. Quality elements must be constant throughout the
operation of the program (Keys et al., 2013; Lower & Cassidy, 2007;
Moodie-Dyer, 2011; Rigby, Ryan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2007; Zaman et al.,
2012).



The most commonly utilized quality measurement tools used in early
childhood are the Environment Rating Scales (Fenech, Sweller, &
Harrison, 2010; Hillemeier et al., 2013; Keys et al., 2013; Lower &
Cassidy, 2007; Scopelleti & Musatti, 2013).
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There are theories in place that address the role of the early childhood
administrator in the early childhood program (Nuppopen, 2006) and that
address the importance of business or fiscal management to the success of
small and medium firms (Ang, 1991). However, a theoretical model that
incorporates business or fiscal management knowledge, into the role of the
early childhood administrator acting as manager of a small to mediumsized firm does not exist.

The review of the literature revealed that researchers acknowledge the early
childhood administrator as integral to the operations of the early childhood program,
including the level of quality within the program. Research also indicated that the
qualifications and backgrounds of administrators are varied across the early childhood
industry. Additionally, research has determined that the roles and responsibilities of the
administrator include fiscal management, which researchers have also indicated is an
essential element of small firm leadership. This review found that the literature did not
address the impact that administrator preparation and business or fiscal management
knowledge has on the operations of the early childhood program, specifically pertaining
to quality. The current study sought to examine these gaps in the literature using data
related to early childhood program quality, administrator preparation, and fiscal
management practice.
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The early childhood industry has shifted focus away from simply providing daily
care for children to providing for the holistic needs of children, including preparing
children for academic success in the future. As the industry pushes toward higher quality
programs (i.e., programs which better suit the needs of children) it is important that the
administration of these programs lead the quality improvement effort. The early
childhood administrator is tasked with overseeing the operations of the early childhood
program, thus providing leadership for every area of programming. The literature has
identified the duties associated with this role include: overall leadership, curriculum and
program design, maintaining parent and family relationships, public policy involvement,
human resource management, and fiscal management, as well as, responsible for the level
of quality of the program (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Stamopoulos, 2012; Talan,
Bloom, & Kelton, 2014). Fiscal management knowledge and practice have been
identified in the literature as essential components to the success of small to mediumsized firms (Karadag, 2015; Mazzarol, 2014) and many early care and education
programs fit this model.
While current research pointed out that the operations of the program, particularly
the level of quality of program operations, as well as fiscal management practice as an
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important role of the early childhood administrator (Nuppopen, 2006; Whitebook et al.,
2012; Ryan et al., 2011; Jin, 2008), the literature did not address the impact that
administration preparation, including fiscal management knowledge held by the
administrator, impacts the quality of the program. To address this gap in the literature,
the current study investigated how preparation for the role of the early childhood
administrator, specifically in the context of fiscal management, had an impact on early
childhood program quality. Chapter Three outlines the research questions, hypotheses,
and research design that were used for this study.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
1.

Does early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) predict overall
quality within the early childhood program?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) does not
predict overall quality within the early childhood program (B1 = 0).
Ha: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) does
predict overall quality within the early childhood program (B1 ≠ 0).

2.

Does early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) predict quality
within structural components of the early childhood program (e.g., space
and furnishings and program structure)?
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H0: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g. formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) does not
predict quality among structural components of the early childhood
program (e.g. space and furnishings and program structure) (B1 = 0).
Ha: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g. formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) does
predict quality among structural components of the early childhood
program (e.g. space and furnishings and program structure) (B1 ≠ 0).
3.

Does early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) predict quality
within programmatic components of the early childhood program (e.g.,
personal care routines, listening and talking, language reasoning,
activities, and interaction)?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) does not
predict quality within programmatic components of the early
childhood program (e.g., personal care routines, listening and talking,
language reasoning, activities, and interaction) (B1 = 0).
Ha: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) does
predict quality within programmatic components of the early
childhood program (e.g., personal care routines, listening and talking,
language reasoning, activities, and interaction) (B1 = 0).
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4.

Does early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) predict overall quality in the early childhood
program?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) does not predict overall quality within the early
childhood program (B1 = 0).
Ha: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) does predict overall quality within the early
childhood program (B1 ≠ 0).

5.

Does early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) predict quality within structural components of the
early childhood program (e.g., space and furnishings and program
structure)?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
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management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) does not predict quality among structural
components of the early childhood program (e.g. space and
furnishings, program structure, and parents and staff), (B1 = 0).
Ha: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) does predict quality among structural
components of the early childhood program (e.g. space and
furnishings and program structure) (B1 ≠ 0).
6.

Does early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) predict quality within programmatic components of
the early childhood program (e.g., personal care routines, listening and
talking, language reasoning, activities, and interaction)?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) does not predict quality within programmatic
components of the early childhood program (e.g., personal care
routines, listening and talking, language reasoning, activities, and
interaction) (B1 = 0).
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Ha: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal
management knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education,
management credential training, and fiscally-related professional
development training) does predict quality within programmatic
components of the early childhood program (e.g., personal care
routines, listening and talking, language reasoning, activities, and
interaction) (B1 ≠ 0).
Research Method and Design
This quantitative study used a regression design. Descriptive research was an
appropriate approach because this study sought to better describe the makeup of the early
childhood administrator population. This study investigated the relation between
administrator preparation and the quality level of the early childhood program.
This study was implemented in two phases. First, bivariate correlation tests were
utilized to determine if relations existed between variables. Correlation analysis was
used to gain a better understanding of the relations between variables of interest (e.g.,
administration preparation and early childhood program quality). Bivariate correlation
tests also helped to identify variables which would be treated as covariates.
The correlation coefficient indicates the strength of the relation. The value of a
coefficient ranges from -1 to +1. A value of +1 indicates that a relation between two
variables is perfectly positive (i.e., as the value of one variable increases, the value of the
other variable also increases). A value of -1 indicates that a relation is perfectly negative
(i.e., as the value of one variable increases, the value of the other variable will decrease).
The closer the coefficient is to the value of +1 or -1, the stronger the relation between two
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variables is. Conclusions about correlations must be drawn by the researcher (Field,
2013).
It is important to establish if data meets the assumptions of the type of analysis.
For example if all assumptions for correlation analysis are met, parametric procedures
can be used (i.e., Pearson’s correlation coefficient). If correlation analysis assumptions
are not met, non-parametric procedures must be used (Spearman’s rank correlation).
Correlation analysis is linked to regression analysis in that both types of analysis are used
to establish relations between variables (Mirabella, 2008). Correlation analysis and
regression analysis cannot be interpreted to establish cause and effect between variables,
a strong correlation coefficient only indicates a strong linear relation between variables.
The second phase utilized multiple regression analysis to determine if
administrator preparation, specifically pertaining to both early childhood development
and fiscal management knowledge, could predict concurrent quality within the early
childhood program. Regression analysis was appropriate to use during the second phase
of analysis because regression analysis helps to identify outcomes (i.e., dependent
variables) based on values of predictors (i.e., independent variables) (Field, 2013;
Mirabella, 2008). As with correlation analysis, the assumptions of normality was tested
to determine if parametric (i.e., Pearson’s coefficient) or non-parametric (i.e., Spearman’s
rank correlation) procedures could be used (Mirabella, 2008).
Population and Study Participants
This study examined the relation and impact between early childhood
administration preparation and quality (e.g., formal education, management credentials,
and professional development training and technical assistance). The population used to
46

examine this relation was early childhood administrators who manage licensed early
childhood programs in the state of Mississippi.
Early Childhood Administrators in Mississippi
There are approximately 1,534 licensed early childhood programs in Mississippi
currently (Mississippi Department of Health, 2015). These programs serve children ages
infant to 11 years of age. Programs may offer full-day care and education, part-day care
and education, as well as, afterschool and summer programs for children five years of age
to 11 years of age. Each licensed program is managed by an early childhood
administrator or director. Therefore, there are an estimated 1,534 acting early childhood
administrators or directors in the state.
In Mississippi, the requirements to be an early childhood administrator are: (a)
bachelor’s degree in an early childhood related field, (b) associate’s degree in an early
childhood related field with a minimum of 480 hours of practical training, (c) associate’s
degree in an early childhood related field with at least two years of paid experience in
early childhood education, (d) Mississippi Director’s Credential authorized by
Mississippi Department of Human Services, Division of Early Childhood Care and
Development and two years of paid experience in early childhood education, (e) Child
Development Associate Credential (CDA) and two years of paid experience in early
childhood education, or (f) 24 semester hours of credit in early childhood administration
with a grade of “C” or better and two years of paid experience in early childhood
education (Mississippi State Department of Health, 2015). Education level and degree
types vary greatly among early childhood administrators in Mississippi, which is
reflective of how current research describes the industry.
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Materials and Instruments
ECERS-R
One aspect of this study is the level of quality of the early childhood program.
This study utilized the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale Revised (ECERS-R)
which have been used in several other studies (Fenech, Sweller, & Harrison, 2010;
Hillemeier et al., 2013; Keys et al., 2013; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Scopelleti & Musatti,
2013) when measuring quality in the early childhood program. This rating scale
addresses program quality in the context of seven subscales (e.g., space and furnishings,
personal care routines, language reasoning, activities, interaction, program structure, and
parents and staff (Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2005). Within each subscale are a number
of items (see Table 2) that break the subscale down into measureable identifiers of quality
through indicators. Each item contains a number of criteria that are evaluated to
determine how well the program exhibits that indicator of quality. There are a total of 43
items that are divided among the seven subscales of the ECERS-R.
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Table 2

ECERS-R Subscales and Items

Space and Furnishings
1. Indoor space
2. Furniture for routine care, play and learning
3. Furnishings for relaxation and comfort
4. Room arrangement for play
5. Space for privacy
6. Child-related display
7. Space for gross motor play
8. Gross motor equipment
Personal Care Routines
9. Greeting/departing
10. Meals/snacks
11. Nap/rest
12. Toileting/diapering
13. Health practices
14. Safety practices
Language-Reasoning
15. Books and pictures
16. Encouraging children to communicate
17. Using language to develop reasoning skills
18. Informal use of language
Activities
19. Fine motor
20. Art
21. Music/movement
22. Blocks
23. Sand/water
24. Dramatic play
25. Nature/science
26. Math/number
27. Use of TV, video, and/or computers
28. Promoting acceptance of diversity
Interaction
29. Supervision of gross motor activities
30. General supervision of children (other than gross motor)
31. Discipline
32. Staff-child interactions
33. Interactions among children
Program Structure
34. Schedule
35. Free play
36. Group time
37. Provisions for children with disabilities
Parents and Staff
38. Provisions for parents
39. Provisions for personal needs of staff
40. Provisions for professional needs of staff
41. Staff interaction and cooperation
42. Supervision and evaluation of staff
43. Opportunities for professional growth

Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2005

49

Reliability and Validity
The ECERS-R scale has been tested extensively for reliability. The scale
underwent field tests in which 45 classrooms were assessed using each scale respectively.
Each classroom was assessed by two different assessors. For the ECERS-R, the
correlations between the assessors were .92 for the total scale. For the ECERS-R,
subscale correlations between assessors were .71 and higher (See Table 3).
Table 3

ECERS-R intra-class correlations

Scale
Space and Furnishings
Personal Care Routines
Language-Reasoning
Activities
Interaction
Program Structure
Parents and Staff
Total
Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2005

Interrater Internal Consistency
.76
.72
.83
.88
.86
.77
.71
.92

In the field, reliability is constantly checked within assessors as each assessor is
required to stay reliable with a “state anchor”. The “anchor” ultimately serves as the
reliability check for all ECERS-R assessments and is responsible for maintaining
reliability with the researchers at the Frank Porter Graham Institute in North Carolina
where the scales were created. Quality Stars assessors are trained by attending in-depth
reliability training at the Frank Porter Graham Institute where the scales were written.
Quality Stars interrater internal consistency was measured at .92 when the programs
included in the sample were rated.
To establish content validity, seven experts were consulted when the scales were
written to determine if the indicators for each scale were in fact measuring appropriate
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components of quality. These experts agreed that 78% of the items on the scales were
considered of high importance concerning quality within the early childhood program
(Clifford, Reszka, & Rossbach, 2010). Predictive validity, which determines if scores on
a particular measurement tool are indicative of future outcomes, has been documented for
the ERS in research as well. Positive relations between the components measured by the
ERS and child outcomes as measured by the Bayley Scales of Infant Development
Mental Development Index, Woodcock-Johnson-R math achievement subsets, the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, as well as, other assessments including language and
literacy, socio-emotional development and social competence (Clifford, Reszka, &
Rossbach, 2010; Hillemeier et al., 2013). The literature does include studies in which
some researchers claim that the environment scales (e.g., ECERS-R and ITERS-R) lack
process, structural, and criterion validity (Keys, et al., 2013; Scopelliti & Musatti, 2013).
Fenech and colleagues gave indication in their study (2010) that the ERS are more
capable at identifying lower quality programs than higher quality programs. Others
studies have stated (Keys et al., 2013; Zaman et al., 2012), that these measures focus too
much on the environment and do not provide enough weighted importance regarding
teacher/child interaction and furthermore indicate that the ERS measurement tools lack
process, structural, and criterion validity.
Operational Definitions of Variables
Early Childhood Administrator
Early childhood administration is a reference to the management personnel of an
early childhood program. Typically, this includes a program director and may include an
assistant director, as well as, other management personnel including a director designee,
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early childhood minister, etc. The administration of the program is responsible for all
daily operations of the facility (Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010) including curriculum
and program design, maintaining parent and family relationships, teaching staff support,
public policy involvement, human resource management, and fiscal management
(Stamopoulos, 2012; Talan, Bloom, & Kelton, 2014).
Early Childhood Administrator Preparation.
This variable refers to the training received prior to or while fulfilling the duties
required of the early childhood administrator. Research has discovered that educational
qualifications of administrators range from associate level degrees to doctoral degrees
(Brownlee et al., 2010; Nupponen, 2006; Ryan et al., 2011; Talan, Bloom, & Kelton,
2014). Furthermore, degree types vary [e.g., early childhood education, but may also
include business administration, human development, psychology, or another sciencerelated degree (Ryan et al., 2011), as well as, elementary education, sports medicine, and
occupational therapy (Brownlee et al., 2010)]. Credential training (e.g., the Child
Development Associate (CDA) credential, and state mandated early childhood director
credentials) is also widely used as preparation for the administrative role (Bloom, 1992;
Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Ryan et al. 2011; Whitebook et al., 2012). Administrators also
receive ongoing professional development training, (e.g., Mississippi Child Care
Licensing Division requires that early childhood practitioners receive at minimum 15
hours of early childhood related training each year). To accomplish this an
“administration preparation” variable was created by aggregating and scoring
administrator’s preparation (e.g., degree level, degree type, CDA attainment, Mississippi
Director’s Credential attainment, fiscal management training, fiscal management
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technical assistance (TA), and administrative years of experience). This variable
provided a numerical administrator preparation “score” for each administrator. An
administrator who holds a Bachelor’s degree in Early Childhood Education, as well as a
Mississippi Director’s Credential, attended financial management training, and had two
years of experience would earn an administration preparation aggregate score of 7.
Higher scores were indicative of more administration preparation. Scores could range
from 0 to 14. For example, an administrator who holds a Bachelor’s degree in Early
Childhood Education, as well as a Mississippi Director’s Credential, attended financial
management training, and had two years of experience would earn an administration
preparation aggregate score of 7. Higher scores were indicative of more administration
preparation. Scores could range from 0 to 14 (see Table 4).
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Table 4

Aggregate scoring of EC administrator preparation

Degree Level:

0 = No
Degree

1 = Associate’s 2 = Bachelor’s 3 = Master’s 4 = Ph.D.
Degree
Degree
Degree

Degree Type

0 = No
Degree
nonrelated

1 = Education
or
Businessrelated

CDA:

0 = not
earned

1 = earned

MS Director’s 0 = not
Credential:
earned

1 = earned

Financial
Management
Training:

0 = no
training

1 = training

Financial
Management
TA:

0 = no TA

1 = TA

Years of
Experience:

0 = less than 1 = one to
2 = four to
3 = 10 to 20 4 = 21 +
one year
three years
nine years
years
years

2 = Early
Childhood
Dev. &
Education

Fiscal Management Knowledge
Fiscal management knowledge and practice refers to the knowledge required to
perform financial functions of the early childhood program. Fiscal management practice
includes functions such as accounting, budgeting, income and cost management, grants
and contracts management, and specific human resource functions (i.e., payroll and
benefits). Fiscal management practices have been linked to all aspects of early childhood
administration (Ryan et al., 2011; Wise & Wright, 2012); thus laying the foundation for
strong administrative effectiveness. Additionally, the relation between fiscal
54

management administration preparation was associated with program quality was
examined using bivariate correlations.
To provide a measurement of fiscal management specific administration
preparation, an aggregated variable that included fiscally specific preparation was created
using the same process as the “administration preparation” to create a “fiscal
management administration preparation” variable. For example, an administrator who
held a fiscally related degree, a Mississippi Director’s Credential, and Financial
Management technical assistance (TA) would earn a score of 3. Scores could range from
0 to 4 (see Table 5).
Table 5

Aggregate scoring of fiscal management preparation

Degree Type:

0 = no
Fiscally
Related
Degree
0 = not
earned

1 = fiscally
Related
Degree

Financial
Management
Training:

0 = no
training

1 = training

Financial
Management
TA:

0 = no TA

1 = TA

MS Director’s
Credential:

1 = earned

Early Childhood Program Quality
In the early childhood field, quality denotes how well a program provides both
care and education for children typically from birth to five years of age. The level of
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quality impacts the overall experience a child receives within the early childhood
program (Fenech, Sweller, & Harrison, 2010; Harms, Clifford, & Cryer (2005);
Hillemeier et al., 2013; Keys, et al., 2013). High quality programs offer better overall
experiences for young children and therefore result in optimized developmental growth
and school readiness (Keys, et al., 2013).
Data Collection and Processing
This study used archived data from Quality Stars (i.e., the Quality Rating
Improvement System (QRIS) for Mississippi) for licensed early childhood programs in
the state which is implemented by the Early Years Network. An early childhood program
actively enrolled in Quality Stars represents an early childhood program that has been
measured for a quality rating score (i.e., Star rating) within two years. These programs
may be publically or privately funded, including for-profit, non-profit, faith-based
programs, and/or community-support programs. Recruitment for Quality Stars is done
through the Early Year’s Network website, brochures, social media outlets, and
information booths at various community events and conferences. To participate, a
program’s ownership contacts the Early Years Network via an online registration form or
by telephone and participation is voluntary. At the time of the current study, there were
approximately 393 licensed early childhood programs enrolled in Quality Stars (i.e.,
approximately 25% of the programs in Mississippi) that served children ages infant to 12
years. It is a requirement of Quality Stars that each early childhood program enrolled
must have a designated administrator in place. Programs enrolled in Quality Stars
enrolled receive a “star” rating on a scale from 1 (lowest quality) to 5 (highest quality)
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based on five components of their program: administrative policy, professional
development, learning environments, parent involvement, and evaluation.
Each component includes criteria at five increasing levels. The more criteria that
is met within each component, the higher the early childhood program will be rated (i.e.,
an indication of higher quality). Each components utilizes a checklist of requirements to
determine if elements of quality are present in the early childhood program at each star
level. In addition to a checklist of requirements, the learning environment component
incorporates scores from the Infant/Toddler Environment Rating Scale (ITERS-R) and
the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale Revised (ECERS-R) with minimum
scores required to reach each star level respectively. The “Parents and Staff” subscale of
each scale is not utilized. A minimum score of 3.00 on each scale is required for a 2-Star
rating, a minimum score of 3.6 for a 3-Star rating, a minimum score of 4.1 for a 4-Star
rating, and a minimum score of a 5.1 for a 5-Star rating. Participation in the program is
voluntary (i.e., not every early childhood program in Mississippi is enrolled in Quality
Stars). Therefore, purposive sampling of the all early childhood programs that are
enrolled and have been rated in Quality Stars was chosen to use for this study.
Study Variables
Sample data was pulled from the Quality Stars program database, as well as, from
the professional development tracking system from the Early Years Network. Data used
for this study included: (a) administrator education level (e.g., bachelors, masters, or no
degree), (b) administrator degree type (e.g., early childhood, business administration,
education/other, or, non-early childhood/non-business/non-education), (c) director’s
credential attainment (yes or no), (d) child development associate credential attainment
57

(yes/no), (e) administrator years of experience, (f) fiscal management workshop training
(yes/no), and (g) fiscal management technical assistance training (yes/no).
Potential Covariates
The following independent variables were identified as possible covariates, (i.e.,
variables that could possibly having an effect on ECERS-R scores and confound the
results of the current study): (h) profit status (for profit or non-profit), (i) number of
children served by the program, (j) ages of children served by administrator’s program,
and (k) subsidy acceptance (yes/no). Profit status may affect operations of the early
childhood program that pertain to the quality of the early childhood program, including
how excess income may be managed and purchasing guidelines (Phillipsen, Burchinal,
Howes, and Cryer, 1997). For profit programs have more flexibility with how profit is
handled. Profits may be reinvested into the program as capital expenditures or profits
may be retained by the ownership of the program, whereas non-profit programs may only
invest profit dollars into the program. Some evidence has found that quality may be
higher in the early childhood programs that operate as a non-profit organization
(Phillipsen, Burchinal, Howes, and Cryer, 1997).
The number of children enrolled in a program and the ages of children that are
enrolled in a program could also affect quality. Higher enrollment could lead to higher
income, thus more funds available to spend on structural and programmatic elements.
However, higher enrollment with no additional spending on structural or programmatic
elements may not necessarily lead to higher quality. Additionally, the cost to provide
service to younger children (e.g., infants and toddler age children) is often considerably
higher (Scarr, Eisenberg, and Deater-Deckard, 1994) than when providing service to
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older children because of licensure requirements for adult to child ratios. For example,
the ratio in Mississippi for infants is one adult for every five children. Ratios for older
children increase in size (e.g., the required ratio for four-year-old children is Mississippi
is one adult per 16 children). Costs associated with maintaining infant ratios (i.e., payroll
cost of infant care) typically absorb a sizable amount of income generated by the early
childhood program (Phillips, Mekos, Scarr, McCartney, and Abbott-Shim, 2001).
Child care subsidy represents funding budgeted by both federal and state
government to provide assistance for families regarding costs of child care (e.g., the early
childhood program). A family receives subsidy to use to pay for child care expenses.
Subsidy is a form of income for early childhood programs. Research has indicated that
subsidy reimbursement amounts may not be adequate to (a) fully compensate early
childhood providers to provide quality care (Dinehart, Manfra, Katz, & Hartman, 2012;
Hawkinson, Griffen, Dong, & Maynard, 2013) or (b) provide enough financial support
for parents seeking high quality care and education for their children (Moodie-Dyer,
2011; Scott & Leymon, 2013). Thus, it was examined as a possible control variable.
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Table 6

Variables and supporting data
Variables

Supporting Data
administrator education level
administrator degree type
director’s credential attainment
child development associate credential
attainment
e) administrator years of experience
a)
b)
c)
d)

Administrator Preparation

Fiscal Management
f) fiscal management workshop training
g) fiscal management technical assistance
training
h) director’s credential attainment
Early Childhood Program Overall Quality

a) ECERS-R overall score

a) ECERS-R Space and Furnishings
Quality within Early Childhood Structural
subscale score
Components
b) ECERS-R Program Structure subscale
score
a) ECERS-R Personal Care Routines
subscale score
Quality within Early Childhood
b) ECERS-R Language-Reasoning
Programmatic Components
subscale score
c) ECERS-R Activities subscale score
d) ECERS-R Interaction subscale score

Analysis
During the first phase of analysis relations between variables was examined using
correlation analysis to determine if administrator preparation could be used to predict
level of quality within the early childhood program. Administrator preparation variables
(e.g., administrator degree level administrator degree type, director’s credential
attainment, child development associate credential attainment. administrator years of
experience, fiscal management workshop training, fiscal management technical
assistance training) were aggregated into an “administration preparation” variable.
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Correlations were run between the “administrator preparation” variable and ECERS-R
overall scores, as well as ECERS-R subscale scores. Correlations were also run between
possible covariates including: (a) profit status (for profit or non-profit), (b) number of
children served by the program, (c) ages of children served by administrator’s program,
and (d) subsidy acceptance (yes/no) and ECERS-R overall and subscale scores to
determine if any of these variables represented covariates which should be controlled
during regression analysis.
The second phase of this study used regression analysis to determine if (a) greater
early childhood administration preparation predicted higher overall quality in the early
childhood program, as well as quality within structural and programmatic components of
the program and (b) early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscalrelated knowledge, predicted overall high quality in the early childhood program, as well
as quality within structural and programmatic components of the program. First, a
regression was run using the “administration preparation” variable as a predictor variable,
and ECERS-R overall and subscale scores as outcome variables. Additional independent
variables (i.e., covariates) which were not classified as predictor variables but had an
effect on outcome variables were controlled for. By doing so, their effects on outcome
variables were mitigated and outcome variable value was attributed to the intended
predictor variable instead of any extraneous variable. Second, a fiscal-knowledge
administration preparation variable was created by aggregating variables that represent
fiscal management related preparation (e.g., business degree attainment, management
credential attainment, fiscally-related training received, fiscally-related technical
assistance received). A regression was conducted using the “fiscal management
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administration preparation variable” as a predictor variable and ECERS-R overall score
and ECERS-R subscale scores as outcome variables. As before, identified covariates
were controlled. Data regarding the predictor variables and dependent or outcomes
variables was compiled and entered into the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS)
to complete this phase of analysis.
Methodological Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations
The nature of sampling for this study did present some limitations to the study.
This study utilized a sample of early childhood administrators from the state of
Mississippi. Although this study was quantitative in nature, using a sample from a single
state may affect the generalizability of the study’s results. However, it should be noted
that the ECERS-R, which was used as the measure of overall, structural, and
programmatic quality, is a nationally recognized quality assessment tool (Fenech,
Sweller, & Harrison, 2010; Hillemeier et al., 2013; Keys et al., 2013; Lower & Cassidy,
2007; Scopelleti & Musatti, 2013). As other states across the nation have quality rating
improvement systems in place that also use the ECERS-R assessment, this study could be
easily replicated by other states.
Summary
The current study sought to address if early childhood administration preparation,
including fiscal management preparation, impacted the quality of the early childhood
program at both the overall level and within structural and programmatic components of
the program. The current study also sought to determine if early childhood
administration preparation could predict quality at the overall level, as well as within
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these structural and programmatic components. By addressing administrator preparation
and quality, this study helped fill in the gap in the literature pertaining to the role of the
administrator and how that role affects quality within the early childhood program.
To address this need, regression analysis was conducted with a sample of early
childhood administrators from Mississippi’s early childhood administration population to
determine if administration preparation could predict quality within the early childhood
program. The sample consisted of all administrators who participated in Quality Stars,
Mississippi’s quality rating improvement system. Administration preparation was
quantifiably represented by an aggregated “administration preparation” variable. Fiscal
management administration preparation was quantifiably represented by an aggregated
“fiscal management administration preparation variable”. ECERS-R overall and subscale
scores provided a measurement of quality within the early childhood program. Chapter
Four provides detailed results of the analysis phase of this study.
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RESULTS AND FINDINGS
Introduction
Research identified that the administrator plays a crucial role in quality of the
early childhood program (Bloom & Bella, 2005; Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010;
Hujala, 2004; Jin 2008; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Nuppopen, 2006; Stamopoulos, 2012;
Whitebook et al., 2012; Wise & Wright, 2012), furthermore research identified fiscal
management knowledge as essential to the role of the administrator (Nuppopen, 2006;
Whitebook et al., 2012. However, current research had not identified the impact that the
administrator has on the quality of the programming. Research acknowledged that
adequate training for the role of the administrator is important, but there was a lack of
agreement on what type of training best prepares the administrator for this role (Bloom,
1992; Bloom et al., 2013; Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010).
The purpose of the current study was to examine administrator preparation, which
includes both early childhood development and education knowledge, as well as fiscal
management knowledge, and determine if administrator preparation could predict quality
in the early childhood program (a) at the overall level and (b) within the structural and
programmatic components of the program. This chapter describes the analysis of data for
the current study, including the methods of analysis used and their assumptions and the
results.
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Analyses Used and Assumptions
This study used regression analysis to determine if administration preparation can
predict quality within the early childhood program. There are six primary assumptions
associated with multiple regression analysis (Field, 2013; Howell, 2013):
1.

There should be independence of observations (i.e., the occurrence of one
variable does not affect the probability of another variable). This
assumption can be tested using the Durbin-Watson statistic (Howell,
2013).

2.

A linear relation between dependent and independent variables should
exist and should include homogeneity of variance (i.e., variance of the
independent variable is constant for each value of the dependent variable).
This assumption is tested using the P-P plots function in SPSS version
23.0.

3.

Data should show homoscedasticity (i.e., finite variance is the same
between all variables in the study sequence). This assumption can be
tested using the scatterplot function in SPSS version 23.0.

4.

Data must not show multicollinearity (i.e., two of more independent
variables are highly correlated with each other). This assumption can be
checked using the Collinearity Diagnostics function in SPSS version 23.0.

5.

No significant outliers should be present in the data sample. This
assumption can be tested using P-P plots function in SPSS version 23.0.
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6.

Residuals (i.e., errors) should be approximately normally distributed. This
assumption can be tested using the P-P plots function in SPSS version
23.0. Data points should follow a positively or negatively sloped diagonal
line.

Assumptions were tested for each research question. Testing outcomes are included in
the “Results” section for each research question.
Results
This study used a sample of early childhood administrators in Mississippi drawn
by using administrators who participated in Quality Stars, Mississippi’s quality rating
improvement system (QRIS). A total of 393 administrators were included with the
sample, representing approximately 25% of the administrators in the state. Within the
sample 47.8% of administrators held no degree, 13.5% held an Associate’s Degree,
25.2% held a Bachelor’s Degree, 12.2% held a Master’s Degree, and approximately l%
held a doctorate or specialist degree. Of the administrators included in the sample, 69.2%
held a degree in an early childhood or education degree, approximately 2% held a degree
in a business-related area. The remaining 28.8% held no degree or a degree unrelated to
early childhood, education, or business administration. Within the sample, 8.1% held the
Child Development Associate (CDA) credential and 15.5% held the Mississippi’s
Director’s Credential. Approximately 10% of administrators had received either
workshop or technical assistance-based fiscal management training. The majority of
administrators had over 10 years of working experience, accounting for over 54% of the
sample. Non-Headstart centers made up over 77% of the sample, 60.6% accepted child
care subsidy, and over 52% of administrators were reported to manage for-profit
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programs. Only those programs that had been scored using the ECERS-R evaluation
were included in the correlation and regression analysis (n = 224).
Table 7

EC administrators enrolled in Quality Stars

Variable
Degree Level
No Degree
Associate’s Degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Ph.D. or Specialist

N

Percentage

188
53
99
48
5

47.8%
13.5%
25.2%
12.2%
1.3%

Degree Type
Early Childhood
Education
Business
Non-related

108
164
8
75

27.5%
41.7%
2.0%
28.8%

CDA attainment
Yes
No
No Response

32
360
1

8.1%
91.6%
.25%

Mississippi Director’s Credential
Attainment
Yes
No

61
332

15.5%
84.5%

Financial Management
Workshop Training
Yes
No

1
392

.3%
99.7%

Financial Management Technical
Assistance
Yes
No

26
367

6.6%
93.4%

Years of Administrative
Experience
Less than 1 year
1 – 3 years
4 – 9 years
10 – 20 years
21+ years
No Response

2
21
64
127
87
92

.5%
5.3%
16.3%
32.3%
22.1%
23.4%
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Table 8

EC administrators enrolled in Quality Stars

Variable
Headstart vs. Non-Headstart
Headstart
Non-Headstart
No Response

N

Percentage

72
304
17

18.3%
77.4%
4.3%

Subsidy Acceptance
Yes
No
No Response

238
42
113

60.6%
10.7%
28.8%

Profit Status
For profit
Non-profit
No Response

141
207
45

35.9%
52.7%
11.5%

Infant Enrollment
Yes
No
No Response

269
111
13

70.8%
28.2%
3.3%

Correlation Analysis
To address the research questions of this study, regression analysis was used.
However, before regression analysis was conducted, the relation between early childhood
administrator preparation and the overall quality of the early childhood program, as well
as the structural and programmatic components of the program was examined using
bivariate correlations. To determine if a relation existed between administrator
preparation and high overall quality and quality within the components (structural and
programmatic) of the program, bivariate correlations were made between administrator
preparation variables and ECERS-R overall score and subscale scores.
The aggregate administrator preparation variable was correlated with ECERS-R
overall scores and ECERS-R subscale scores. The Pearson correlation coefficient static
68

(R) was used to determine if a significant relation existed between the aggregated
administration preparation variable, ECERS-R overall score and ECERS-R subscale
scores. Statistics were evaluated using SPSS version 23.0 and the following correlations
were found. The following significant correlations were found: administrator
preparation was positively correlated with ECERS-R overall score, r = .273, p < .01,
ECERS-R “Space and Furnishings” Subscale, r = .268, p < .01, ECERS-R “Personal
Care Routines” Subscale, r = .130, p < .05, ECERS-R “Language Reasoning” Subscale, r
= .270, p < .01, ECERS-R “Activities” Subscale, r = .233., p < .01, ECERS-R
“Interaction” Subscale, r = .231, p < .01, and ECERS-R “Program Structure” Subscale, r
= .277, p < .01 (see Table 5). All correlations were determined to be significant (see
Table 9).
Table 9

Correlations between ECERS-R and administrator preparation

ECERS-R Overall
ECERS-R Space and Furnishings Subscale
ECERS-R Personal Care Routines Subscale
ECERS-R Language Reasoning Subscale
ECERS-R Activities
ECERS-R Interaction
ECERS-R Program Structure
Note: ** Correlation significant at .01 level.
* Correlation significant at .05 level.

Administration Preparation
.273**
.268**
.130*
.270**
.233**
.231**
.277**

The aggregated “fiscal management administration preparation” variable was then
correlated with ECERS-R overall scores and ECERS-R subscale scores. The Pearson
correlation coefficient static (R) was used to determine if a significant relation existed
between the aggregated fiscal management administration preparation variable, ECERSR overall score and ECERS-R subscale scores. Statistics were evaluated using SPSS
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version 23.0 and the following correlations were found. The following correlations were
found: fiscal management administrator preparation was positively correlated with
ECERS-R overall score, r = .011, p > .05, ECERS-R “Space and Furnishings” Subscale,
r = .046, p > .05, ECERS-R “Personal Care Routines” Subscale, r = .056, p > .05,
ECERS-R “Language Reasoning” Subscale, r = .044, p > .05, and ECERS-R “Activities”
Subscale, r = .006, p > .05. Fiscal management administration preparation demonstrated
an inverse correlation with ECERS-R “Interaction” Subscale, r = -.025, p > .05, and
ECERS-R “Program Structure” Subscale, r = -.044, p > .05 (see Table 10). No
correlations were determined to be significant.
Table 10

Correlations between ECERS-R and fiscal management preparation

ECERS-R Overall
ECERS-R Space and Furnishings Subscale
ECERS-R Personal Care Routines Subscale
ECERS-R Language Reasoning Subscale
ECERS-R Activities
ECERS-R Interaction
ECERS-R Program Structure
Note: **Correlation significant at .01 level.
*Correlation significant at .05 level.

Fiscal Mgt. Administration Preparation
.011
.046
.056
.004
.006
-.025
-.044

Finally, before regression analysis was conducted, possible covariates were
identified. ECERS-R overall scores and ECERS-R subscale scores were correlated with
variables included in the sample which could affect ECERS-R scores but were not of
interest for the study (e.g., profit status, maximum enrollment capacity, subsidy
acceptance, Headstart/Non-Headstart, infant enrollment y/n, and total number of program
employees). Data were evaluated using SPSS version 23.0 and the following correlations
were found. Again, the Pearson correlation coefficient static (R) was used to determine if
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a significant relation existed between each possible covariate, ECERS-R overall score
and ECERS-R subscale scores. It was found that ECERS-R overall score was
significantly correlated with subsidy acceptance, r = .199, p < .01, Headstart/NonHeadstart, r = -.234, p < .01, and infant enrollment, r = .199, p < .05. ECERS-R “Space
and Furnishings” subscale scores were significantly correlated with profit status, r = .116,
p < .05, subsidy acceptance, r = .147, p < .05, Headstart/Non-Headstart, r = .134, p < .05,
and infant enrollment, r = .119, p < .05. ECERS-R “Personal Care Routines” subscale
scores were significantly correlated with subsidy acceptance, r = .136, p < .05, and
Headstart/Non-Headstart, r = -.168, p < .01. ECERS-R “Language Reasoning” subscale
scores were significantly correlated with subsidy acceptance, r = .197, p < .01,
Headstart/Non-Headstart, r = -.190, p < .01, and infant enrollment, r = .132, p < .05.
ECERS-R “Activities” subscale scores were significantly correlated with subsidy
acceptance, r = .205, p < .01, Headstart/Non-Headstart, r = -.253, p < .01, and infant
enrollment, r = .110, p < .05. ECERS-R “Interaction” subscale scores were significantly
correlated with profit status, r = .143, p < .05, and subsidy acceptance, r = .131, p < .05.
ECERS-R “Program Structure” subscale scores were significantly correlated with
subsidy acceptance, r = .199, p < .01, Headstart/Non-Headstart, r = -.232, p < .01, and
infant enrollment, r = .107, p < .05. Due to the significant correlations between profit
status, subsidy acceptance, Headstart/Non-Headstart, infant enrollment, and ECERS-R
scores, these variables were treated as covariates (see Table 11).
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Table 11

Correlations between ECERS-R and possible covariates
Profit
Status

Max.
Capacity

Overall

.097

-.066

.199**

-.234**

.119*

-.058

Space and
Furnishings

.116*

-.080

.147*

-.242**

.134*

-.083

.035

-.072

.136*

-.168**

.080

-.083

LanguageReasoning

.087

-.029

.197**

-.190**

.132*

.004

Activities

.064

-.066

.205**

-.253**

.110*

-.089

Interaction

.143*

.006

.131*

-.068

.040

.063

-.232**

.107*

-.063

Personal
Care
Routines

Subsidy
Headstart/NonInfant
Acceptance
Headstart
Enrollment

Program
.048
-.086
.199**
Structure
Note: ** Correlation significant at .01 level.
* Correlation significant at .05 level.

Total
Staff

Research question 1: Administration Preparation and Overall Quality
Does early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) predict higher overall quality
within the early childhood program?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education, credential
training, and professional development training) does not predict higher
overall quality within the early childhood program (B1 = 0).
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Ha: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education, credential
training, and professional development training) does predict higher overall
quality within the early childhood program (B1 ≠ 0).
To determine if higher overall quality in the early childhood program could be
predicted based on higher levels of administrator preparation, multiple regression
analysis was conducted using the administration preparation variable as the predictor for
ECERS-R overall scores while controlling for the identified covariates. Before
conducting this analysis, regression assumptions were tested (e.g., independence of
observations, linearity, and normality of residuals, presence of outliers, homoscedasticity,
and multicollinearity).
Assumption Testing
Independence of observation was tested using the Durbin-Watson statistic in
SPSS version 23.0. A value close to 2.0 indicates that independence of observation can
be assumed. The Durbin-Watson statistic for ECERS-R overall scores was measured at
1.842, therefore this assumption was assumed (Field, 2013). Linearity, normality of
residuals, outliers, and homoscedasticity were tested using the scatterplots function in
SPSS version 23.0 (Field, 2013). Each of these assumptions was met based on scatterplot
output (see Figure 2 and Figure 3).
The assumption of multicollinearity was checked using Collinearity Diagnostics
function in SPSS version 23.0. This assumption requires that Tolerance value not be less
than .01 and VIF value not be greater than 10 (Field, 2013). Tests to determine if data
met the assumption of collinearity indicated that multicollinearity was not a concern
(Infant enrollment, Tolerance = .901, VIF = 1.110; Headstart status, Tolerance = .570,
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VIF = 1.754; profit status, Tolerance = .975, VIF = 1.026; subsidy acceptance, Tolerance
= .619, VIF = 1.616; administration preparation, Tolerance = .967, VIF = 1.034).

Figure 1

Normal plot ECERS-R overall score

Figure 2

Scatterplot ECERS-R overall score
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Regression Analysis
A significant regression equation was found (F(4,224) = 10.139, p < .01), with an
R2 of .168. Predicted ECERS-R overall score was found to be equal to 2.521 + .010
(infants enrolled) + .206 (subsidy accepted) - .477 (Headstart/Non-Headstart) + .268
(profit status) + .156 (administration preparation), where infants enrolled was coded as 1
= yes, 0 = no, subsidy accepted was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no, Headstart/Non-Headstart
was coded as 1 = Headstart, 0 = Non-Headstart, profit status was coded as 0 = for profit,
1 = non-profit, and administration preparation was measured by degree level, degree
type, years of experience, CDA earned, Mississippi Director’s Credential earned,
financial management administration training attended, financial management technical
assistance attended (see Table 12). Administration preparation had a significant positive
weight indicating that after controlling for each covariate, administrators with a higher
aggregate preparation score were expected to have a higher ECERS-R overall score.
Table 12

Unstandardized regression estimates (Standard Errors)
ECERS-R Overall Score

Step 1: Controls
Infants Enrolled
.010 (.014)
Subsidy Acceptance
.206 (.205)
Headstart/Non-Headstart
- .477 (.229)*
Profit Status
.268 (.120)*
Step 2: Administration Preparation
.156 (.029)**
R2 Step 1
.079
2
∆R Step 2
.107
Total R2 Model
.186
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01; administration preparation predicting ECERS-R overall scores.
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Research Question 2: Administration Preparation and Structural Quality
Does early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) predict quality within
structural components of the early childhood program (e.g., space and furnishings and
program structure)?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g. formal education, credential
training, and professional development training) does not predict quality
among structural components of the early childhood program (e.g. space and
furnishings and program structure), (B1 = 0).
Ha: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g. formal education, credential
training, and professional development training) does predict quality among
structural components of the early childhood program (e.g. space and
furnishings and program structure) (B1 ≠ 0).
The second research question required investigation of whether or not higher
levels of administration preparation could predict higher levels of quality within the
structural components of the early childhood program. To determine this, multiple linear
regression was calculated to predict scores for each ECERS-R subscales that included
structural components (e.g. space and furnishings and program structure).
Assumption Testing
Independence of observation was tested using the Durbin-Watson statistic in
SPSS version 23.0. A value close to 2.0 indicates that independence of observation can
be assumed (Field, 2013). The data met the assumption of independent errors (ECERS-R
Space and Furnishings subscale, Durbin-Watson value = 1.858; ECERS-R Program
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Structure subscale, Durbin Watson value = 2.013). Linearity, normality of residuals,
outliers, and homoscedasticity were tested using the scatterplots function in SPSS version
23.0 (Field, 2013). Each of these assumptions was met based on scatterplot output (see
Figure 4, Figure 5, Figure 6, and Figure 7).

Figure 3

Normal plot of space and furnishings subscale

Figure 4

Scatterplot ECERS-R space and furnishings subscale
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Figure 5

Normal plot ECERS-R program structure subscale

Figure 6

Scatterplot ECERS-R program structure subscale

The assumption of multicollinearity was checked using Collinearity Diagnostics
function in SPSS version 23.0. This assumption requires that Tolerance value not be less
than .01 and VIF value not be greater than 10 (Field, 2013). Tests to determine if data
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met the assumption of collinearity indicated that multicollinearity was not a concern
(Infant enrollment, Tolerance = .901, VIF = 1.110; Headstart status, Tolerance = .570,
VIF = 1.754; profit status, Tolerance = .979, VIF = 1.026; subsidy acceptance, Tolerance
= .619, VIF = 1.616; administration preparation, Tolerance = .967, VIF = 1.034).
Regression Analysis
Multiple regression calculated on the “Space and Furnishings” Subscale Score
based on administration preparation while controlling for (1) Headstart or Non-Headstart,
(2) subsidy acceptance, and (3) if infants were enrolled in the program found a significant
regression equation (F(4,223) = 9.663, p < .01), with an R2 of .179. Predicted ECERS-R
“Space and Furnishings” Subscale Score was found to be equal to 3.101 + .011 (infants
enrolled), +.018 (subsidy accepted), - .594 (Headstart/Non-Headstart), + .303 (profit
status), + .161 (administration preparation), where infants enrolled was coded as 1 = yes,
0 = no, subsidy accepted was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no, Headstart/Non-Headstart was
coded as 1 = Headstart, 0 = Non-Headstart, profit status was code as 0 = for profit, 1 =
non-profit, and administration preparation was measured by degree level, degree type,
years of experience, CDA earned, Mississippi Director’s Credential earned, financial
management administration training attended, financial management technical assistance
attended. Administration preparation had a significant positive weight indicating that
after controlling for each covariate, administrators with a higher aggregate preparation
score were expected to have a higher ECERS-R Space and Furnishings subscale score
(see Table 13).
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Table 13

Unstandardized regression estimates (Standard Errors)

ECERS-R Space and Furnishings
Step 1: Controls
Infants Enrolled (y/n)
.011 (.015)
Subsidy Acceptance (y/n)
.018 (.216)
Headstart/Non-Headstart
- .594 (.241)*
Profit Status
.303 (.126)*
Step 2: Administration Preparation
.161 (.030)**
R2 Step 1
.074
2
∆R Step 2
.105
Total R2 Model
.179
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01; administration preparation predicting ECERS-R space and
furnishings subscale scores.
Multiple linear regression calculated to predict ECERS-R “Program Structure”
Subscale Score based on administration preparation while controlling for (1) Headstart or
Non-Headstart, (2) subsidy acceptance, and (3) if infants were enrolled in the program
found a significant regression equation (F(4,224) = 8.765, p < .01), with an R2 of .165.
Predicted ECERS-R “Program Structure” Subscale Score was found to be equal to 2.890
+ .015 (infants enrolled) + .453 (subsidy accepted) - .425 (Headstart/Non-Headstart) +
.313 (profit status) + .226 (administration preparation). A multiple linear regression
calculated to predict ECERS-R “Program Structure” Subscale Score based on financial
management administration preparation while controlling for all covariates found a
significant regression equation (F(4,224) = 2.890 + .015 (infants enrolled) + .453
(subsidy accepted) - .425 (Headstart/Non-Headstart) + .313 (profit status) + .226
(administration preparation) - .361 financial management preparation. For each equation
codes were as follows: infants enrolled was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no, subsidy accepted
was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no, Headstart/Non-Headstart was coded as 1 = Headstart, 0 =
Non-Headstart, profit status was coded as 0 = for profit, 1 = non-profit, and
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administration preparation was measured by degree level, degree type, years of
experience, CDA earned, Mississippi Director’s Credential earned, financial management
administration training attended, financial management technical assistance attended.
Administration preparation had a significant positive weight indicating that after
controlling for each covariate, administrators with a higher aggregate preparation score
were expected to have a higher ECERS-R Program Structure subscale score (see Table
14).
Table 14

Unstandardized regression estimates (Standard Errors)
ECERS-R Program Structure

Step 1: Controls
Infants Enrolled (y/n)
.015 (.021)
Subsidy Acceptance (y/n)
.453 (.304)
Headstart/Non-Headstart
-.425 (.339)
Profit Status
.313 (.177)
Step 2: Administration Preparation
.226 (.043)**
R2 Step 1
.059
2
∆R Step 2
.106
Total R2 Model
.165
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01; administration preparation predicting ECERS-R program
structure subscale scores.
Research Question 3: Administration Preparation and Programmatic Quality
Does early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education,
credential training, and professional development training) predict quality within
programmatic components of the early childhood program (e.g., personal care routines,
language reasoning, activities, and interaction)?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education, credential
training, and professional development training) does not predict quality
within programmatic components of the early childhood program (e.g.,
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personal care routines, language reasoning, activities, and interaction) (B1 =
0).
Ha: Early childhood administration preparation (e.g., formal education, credential
training, and professional development training) does predict quality within
programmatic components of the early childhood program (e.g., personal
care routines, language reasoning, activities, and interaction) (B1 = 0).
Assumption Testing
Independence of observation was tested using the Durbin-Watson statistic in
SPSS version 23.0. A value close to 2.0 indicates that independence of observation can
be assumed (Field, 2013). The data met the assumption of independent errors (ECERS-R
Personal Care Routines subscale, Durbin-Watson value = 1.884; ECERS-R Language
and Reasoning subscale, Durbin Watson value = 1.912; ECERS-R Activities subscale,
Durbin-Watson value = 1.939; ECERS-R Interaction subscale, Durbin-Watson value =
1.865). Linearity, normality of residuals, outliers, and homoscedasticity were tested
using the scatterplots function in SPSS version 23.0 (Field, 2013). Each of these
assumptions was met based on scatterplot output (see Figures 7 - 14).
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Figure 7

Normal plot ECERS-R personal care routines subscale

Figure 8

Scatterplot ECERS-R personal care routines subscale
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Figure 9

Normal plot ECERS-R language and reasoning subscale

Figure 10

Scatterplot ECERS-R language and reasoning subscale
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Figure 11

Normal plot ECERS-R activities subscale

Figure 12

Scatterplot ECERS-R activities subscale
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Figure 13

Normal plot ECERS-R interaction subscale

Figure 14

Scatterplot ECERS-R interaction subscale

The assumption of multicollinearity was checked using Collinearity Diagnostics
function in SPSS version 23.0. This assumption requires that Tolerance value not be less
than .01 and VIF value not be greater than 10 (Field, 2013). Tests to determine if data
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met the assumption of collinearity indicated that multicollinearity was not a concern
(Infant enrollment, Tolerance = .901, VIF = 1.110; Headstart status, Tolerance = .570,
VIF = 1.754; profit status, Tolerance = .979, VIF = 1.026; subsidy acceptance, Tolerance
= .619, VIF = 1.616; administration preparation, Tolerance = .967, VIF = 1.034).
Regression Analysis
A multiple linear regression was calculated to predict ECERS-R “Personal Care
Routines” Subscale Score based on administration preparation while controlling for (1)
Headstart or Non-Headstart, (2) subsidy acceptance, and (3) if infants were enrolled in
the program. A significant regression equation was found (F(4,224) = 2.507, p < .05),
with an R2 of .053. Predicted ECERS-R “Personal Care Routines” Subscale Score was
found to be equal to 2.575 + .014 (infants enrolled) + .220 (subsidy accepted) - .52
(Headstart/Non-Headstart) + .087 (profit status) + .076 (administration preparation),
where infants enrolled was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no, subsidy accepted was coded as 1 =
yes, 0 = no, Headstart/Non-Headstart was coded as 1 = Headstart, 0 = Non-Headstart,
profit status was coded as 0 = for profit, 1 = non-profit, and administration preparation
was measured by degree level, degree type, years of experience, CDA earned, Mississippi
Director’s Credential earned, financial management administration training attended,
financial management technical assistance attended. Administration preparation had a
significant positive weight indicating that after controlling for each covariate,
administrators with a higher aggregate preparation score were expected to have a higher
ECERS-R Personal Care Routines subscale score (see Table 15).
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Table 15

Unstandardized regression estimates (Standard Errors)

ECERS-R Personal Care Routines
Step 1: Controls
Infants Enrolled (y/n)
.014 (.015)
Subsidy Acceptance (y/n)
.220 (.207)
Headstart/Non-Headstart
-.152 (.231)
Profit Status
.087 (.120)
Step 2: Administration Preparation
. 075 (.030)*
R2 Step 1
.027
2
∆R Step 2
.026
Total R2 Model
.053
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01; administration preparation predicting ECERS-R “personal care
routines” subscale scores.
A multiple linear regression was calculated to predict ECERS-R “LanguageReasoning” Subscale Score based on administration preparation while controlling for (1)
Headstart or Non-Headstart, (2) subsidy acceptance, and (3) if infants were enrolled in
the program, and (4) profit status. A significant regression equation was found (F(4,224)
= 8.782, p < .01), with an R2 of .166. Predicted ECERS-R “Language Reasoning”
Subscale Score was found to be equal to 3.314 + .015 (infants enrolled) + .272 (subsidy
accepted) - .484 (Headstart/Non-Headstart) + .291 (profit status) + .170 (administration
preparation), where infants enrolled was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no, subsidy accepted was
coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no, Headstart/Non-Headstart was coded as 1 = Headstart, 0 = NonHeadstart, profit status was code as 0 = for profit, 1 = non-profit, and administration
preparation was measured by degree level, degree type, years of experience, CDA earned,
Mississippi Director’s Credential earned, financial management administration training
attended, financial management technical assistance attended. Administration
preparation had a significant positive weight indicating that after controlling for each
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covariate, administrators with a higher aggregate preparation score were expected to have
a higher ECERS-R Language Reasoning subscale score (see Table 16).
Table 16

Unstandardized regression estimates (Standard Errors)

ECERS-R Language Reasoning
Step 1: Controls
Infants Enrolled (y/n)
.015 (.017)
Subsidy Acceptance (y/n)
.272 (.242)
Headstart/Non-Headstart
-.484 (.270)
Profit Status
.291 (.141)
Step 2: Administration Preparation
.170 (.034)**
R2 Step 1
.073
∆R2 Step 2
.093
Total R2 Model
.166
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01; administration preparation predicting ECERS-R “language and
reasoning” subscale scores.
A multiple linear regression was calculated to predict ECERS-R “Activities”
Subscale Score based on administration preparation while controlling for (1) Headstart or
Non-Headstart, (2) subsidy acceptance, (3) if infants were enrolled in the program, and
(4) profit status. A significant regression equation was found (F(4,224) = 8.472, p < .01),
with an R2 of .160. Predicted ECERS-R “Activities” Subscale Score was found to be
equal to 3.379 + .001 (infants enrolled) + .220 (subsidy accepted) - .736 (Headstart/NonHeadstart) + .260 (profit status) + .176 (administration preparation), where infants
enrolled was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no, subsidy accepted was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no,
Headstart/Non-Headstart was coded as 1 = Headstart, 0 = Non-Headstart, profit status
was coded as 0 = for profit, 1 = non-profit, and administration preparation was measured
by degree level, degree type, years of experience, CDA earned, Mississippi Director’s
Credential earned, financial management administration training attended, financial
management technical assistance attended. Administration preparation had a significant
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positive weight indicating that after controlling for each covariate, administrators with a
higher aggregate preparation score were expected to have a higher ECERS-R Activities
subscale score (see Table 17).
Table 17

Unstandardized regression estimates (Standard Errors)

ECERS-R Activities
Step 1: Controls
Infants Enrolled (y/n)
.001 (.018)
Subsidy Acceptance (y/n)
.220 (.262)
Headstart/Non-Headstart
-.736 (.292)*
Profit Status
.260 (153)
Step 2: Administration Preparation
.176 (.037)**
2
R Step 1
.076
∆R2 Step 2
.084
Total R2 Model
.160
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01; administration preparation predicting ECERS-R “activities”
subscale scores.
A multiple linear regression was calculated to predict ECERS-R “Interaction”
Subscale Score based on administration preparation while controlling for (1) Headstart or
Non-Headstart, (2) subsidy acceptance, (3) if infants were enrolled in the program and (4)
profit status. A significant regression equation was found (F(4,224) = 3.017, p < .05),
with an R2 of .097. Predicted ECERS-R “Interaction” Subscale Score was found to be
equal to 3.567 + .009 (infants enrolled) + .263 (subsidy accepted) - .261 (Headstart/NonHeadstart) + .402 (profit status) + .150 (administration preparation), where infants
enrolled was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no, subsidy accepted was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no,
Headstart/Non-Headstart was coded as 1 = Headstart, 0 = Non-Headstart, profit status
was coded as 0 = for profit, 1 = non-profit, and administration preparation was measured
by degree level, degree type, years of experience, CDA earned, Mississippi Director’s
Credential earned, financial management administration training attended, financial
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management technical assistance attended. Administration preparation had a significant
positive weight indicating that after controlling for each covariate, administrators with a
higher aggregate preparation score were expected to have a higher ECERS-R Interaction
subscale score (see Table 18).
Table 18

Unstandardized regression estimates (Standard Errors)
ECERS-R Interaction

Step 1: Controls
Infants Enrolled (y/n)
.009 (.018)
Subsidy Acceptance (y/n)
.263 (.258)
Headstart/Non-Headstart
-.261 (.288)
Profit Status
.402 (.150)**
Step 2: Administration Preparation
.150 (.037)**
2
R Step 1
.051
∆R2 Step 2
.006
2
Total R Model
.057
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01; administration preparation predicting ECERS-R “interaction”
subscale scores.
Research Question 4: Fiscally-related Preparation and Overall Quality:
Does early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal management
knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education, management credential training, and
fiscally related professional development training) predict higher overall quality in the
early childhood program?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal management
knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education, management credential
training, and fiscally-related professional development training) does not
predict higher overall quality within the early childhood program (B1 = 0).
Ha: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal management
knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education, management credential
91

training, and fiscally-related professional development training) does predict
higher overall quality within the early childhood program (B1 ≠ 0).
No significant correlations were found between fiscal management administration
preparation and ECERS-R overall scores (see Table 6). Due to the robustness of
regression analysis, a regression analysis between fiscal management administration
preparation and ECERS-R overall scores was run to ensure that no significant regression
equation existed. A significant regression equation was not found (F(4,224) = 4.440, p
>.05), with an R2 of .084. Predicted ECERS-R overall score was found to be equal to
3.139 + .006 (infants enrolled) + .265 (subsidy accepted) - .480 (Headstart/NonHeadstart) + .279 (profit status) - .063 (fiscal management administration preparation),
where infants enrolled was coded as 1 = yes, 0 = no, subsidy accepted was coded as 1 =
yes, 0 = no, Headstart/Non-Headstart was coded as 1 = Headstart, 0 = Non-Headstart,
profit status was coded as 0 = for profit, 1 = non-profit ,and administration preparation
was measured by degree level, degree type, years of experience, CDA earned, Mississippi
Director’s Credential earned, financial management administration training attended,
financial management technical assistance attended (see Table 19). Fiscal management
administration preparation did not hold a significant weight.
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Table 19

Unstandardized regression estimates (Standard Errors)

ECERS-R Overall Score
Step 1: Controls
Infants Enrolled (y/n)
.006 (.014)
Subsidy Acceptance (y/n)
.266 (.196)
Headstart/Non-Headstart
- .468 (.217)*
Profit Status
.278 (.115)*
Step 2: Fiscal Mgt. Administration Preparation
-.063 (.111)
R2 Step 1
.083
2
∆R Step 2
.001
Total R2 Model
.084
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01; fiscal management administration preparation predicting ECERSR overall score
Research Question 5: Fiscal-related Preparation and Structural Quality:
Does early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal management
knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education, management credential training, and
fiscally-related professional development training) predict quality within structural
components of the early childhood program (e.g., space and furnishings and program
structure)?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal management
knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education, management credential
training, and fiscally-related professional development training) does not
predict quality among structural components of the early childhood program
(e.g. space and furnishings and program structure), (B1 = 0).
Ha: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal management
knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education, management credential
training, and fiscally-related professional development training) does predict
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quality among structural components of the early childhood program (e.g.
space and furnishings and program structure) (B1 ≠ 0).
No significant correlations were found between fiscal management administration
preparation and ECERS-R “Space and Furnishings” or “Program Structure” subscale
scores, therefore regression analysis was not conducted.
Research Question 6: Fiscal-related Preparation and Programmatic Quality:
Does early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal management
knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education, management credential training, and
fiscally-related professional development training) predict quality within programmatic
components of the early childhood program (e.g., personal care routines, listening and
talking, language reasoning, activities, and interaction)?
H0: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal management
knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education, management credential
training, and fiscally-related professional development training) does not
predict quality within programmatic components of the early childhood
program (e.g., personal care routines, listening and talking, language
reasoning, activities, and interaction) (B1 = 0).
Ha: Early childhood administration preparation that includes fiscal management
knowledge (e.g., fiscally-related formal education, management credential
training, and fiscally-related professional development training) does predict
quality within programmatic components of the early childhood program
(e.g., personal care routines, listening and talking, language reasoning,
activities, and interaction) (B1 ≠ 0).
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As with the structurally-related ECERS-R subscale scores, no significant correlations
were found between fiscal management administration preparation and
programmatically-related ECERS-R subscale scores (e.g., “Personal Care Routines”,
“Language Reasoning”, “Activities”, or “Interaction”). Therefore regression analysis
was not conducted between the fiscal management administration preparation aggregate
score and these subscale scores.
Summary
The results of this study’s analysis indicate administrator preparation does have
an impact on the quality of the early childhood program. Regression analysis indicated
that administrator preparation is not only associated with early childhood program
quality, but that administrator preparation can predict both overall quality, as well as
quality within the structural and programmatic components of the early childhood
program. The regression model that included the administrator preparation variable
showed an increase in R2 value when regressing the variable with ECERS-R overall
scores and ECERS-R subscale scores (see Table 20). These findings indicate that
administrator preparation, which includes early childhood development and education
knowledge, can predict higher quality. Chapter five describes the full implications of
these findings and provides recommendations for further study based on these results.
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Table 20

Unstandardized regression estimates (Standard Errors)

ECERS-R Scores
B
SE B
R2
Overall
.156**
.029
.186
Space and Furnishings
.161**
.030
.179
Personal Care Routines
.075*
.303
.053
Language-Reasoning
.170**
.034
.166
Activities
.176**
.037
.160
Interactions
.150**
.037
.057
Program Structure
.226**
.043
.165
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01; administration preparation predicting ECERS-R scores

96

IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMEDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction
The perspective of early childhood programs has shifted from that of providing
care and supervision to children during parental absence to the expectation that these
programs are responsible for laying an educational foundation for young children for
their academic and professional futures (Bloom & Bella, 2005; Ryan, Whitebook, Kipnis,
& Sakai, 2011). This shift in the expectation of the early childhood program has led to a
shift in the expectations of the administrators responsible for these programs. The
literature supports that higher quality early childhood programs help create better
outcomes for children and, it is the early childhood administrator who is primarily
responsible for maintaining program quality (Bloom & Bella, 2005; Brownlee, Nailon, &
Tickle, 2010; Hujala, 2004; Jin 2008; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Nuppopen, 2006;
Stamopoulos, 2012; Whitebook et al., 2012; Wise & Wright, 2012). Additionally, early
childhood administrators have been identified as responsible for the fiscal and
organizational management of their respective programs (Hujala, 2004; Ryan et al., 2011;
Whitebook et al., 2011).
The role of the early childhood administrator is multi-faceted in this respect,
requiring a broad range of knowledge including both early childhood development and
education knowledge, as well as fiscal management knowledge. Some key issues, as
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identified in the literature, regarding early childhood administration, are fiscal
management knowledge is limited and lacks theorization (Stamopoulos, 2012; Zaman,
Amin, Momjian, & Ting 2012). Expanding the literature on early childhood
administration to more adequately theorize the elements of leadership and management in
this industry is needed to develop a better understanding of how the role of the
administrator affects the operation of the early childhood program.
The literature indicates that the type of preparation early childhood administrators
receive is broad in nature, both with education level and degree type (Brownlee et al.,
2010; Nupponen, 2006; Ryan et al., 2011; Talan, Bloom, & Kelton, 2014). There is also
variability in what different states recognize as necessary qualifications for this role
(Bloom et al., 2013; Institute of Medicine and National Research Council, 2015).
Current research has not provided empirical evidence to support or oppose the efficacy of
the preparation which early childhood administrators receive as it relates to the operations
of the early childhood program. The purpose of the current study was to address the gap
in the literature by examining administration preparation, including fiscal management
preparation, and its potential impact on the level of quality within the early childhood
program.
To address this gap, a sample of administrators was pulled from early childhood
programs in Mississippi using the state’s Quality Stars program (i.e., quality rating
improvement system). The study looked at the preparation of each administrator
included in the sample and examined if administration preparation could predict overall
quality, as well as quality within structural and programmatic components of the
program. The study examined administrative preparation that included both early
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childhood development and education knowledge, as well as fiscal management
knowledge as the literature indicates both are necessary for the role of the early childhood
administrator. The goal of the current study was to determine if administration
preparation that included both types of a knowledge was a significant factor in
determining the level of quality within the early childhood program. Moreover, could
administration preparation predict quality within the early childhood program?
Implications
This study included a total of six research questions. Each question addressed
administration preparation within the early childhood program. The first three questions
included in this study focused on early childhood preparation that included both early
childhood development and education knowledge, as well as fiscal management
knowledge. The fourth, fifth, and sixth questions in this study focused on preparation
that included fiscal management knowledge alone.
Administration Preparation and Overall Quality
The first research question focused on administration preparation and the overall
quality of the early childhood program. The question was set up with null and alternative
hypotheses. The null hypothesis stated that administration preparation could not predict
overall program quality. The alternative hypothesis stated that administration could
predict overall program quality.
Administrative preparation was measured as an aggregated score which was
developed using a matrix of preparation variables (e.g., degree level, degree type, early
childhood credentials, non-formal training, and technical assistance). Overall program
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quality was measured using the overall scores of the ECERS-R quality assessment tool.
Regression analysis was performed between administration preparation and ECERS-R
overall scores to determine if administration preparation scores could predict ECERS-R
scores. A significant regression equation was found, R2 of .165, p < .01, where
administration preparation had a significant positive regression weight, β = 156. The
presence of a significant regression equation indicates that the administration preparation
variable was a predictor of higher ECERS-R scores (i.e., administration preparation can
predict overall quality in early childhood programs). The null hypothesis for this
question was rejected and the alterative hypothesis (i.e., administration preparation can
predict overall quality within the early childhood program) was accepted.
Research clearly indicates that effective early childhood administration is linked
to quality programs (Bloom & Bella, 2005; Brownlee, Nailon, & Tickle, 2010; Hujala,
2004; Jin 2008; Lower & Cassidy, 2007). Specifically, how the strength of this relation,
or particularly how administrator preparation, impacts the overall quality of the program
(Stamopoulos, 2012; Wise & Wright, 2012). The data suggested the administration
preparation variable was a predictor of higher overall ECERS-R scores (i.e.,
administration preparation can predict overall quality in early childhood programs).
These results offer insight for training programming and educational requirements that
focus on increasing quality in early childhood education.
Administration Preparation and Early Childhood Structural Components
The second research question included in the current study also examined
administration preparation and quality. However, the second question focused on quality
in the context of the structural components of the early childhood program (i.e., quality
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pertaining to elements such as room arrangement, furniture, scheduling, etc.). The null
hypothesis of this question held that administration preparation could not predict
structural quality within the early childhood program. The alternative hypothesis held
that administration preparation could predict structural quality.
Regression analysis was performed between the administration preparation
aggregate score and ECERS-R subscale scores which were structurally centered (e.g.,
Space and Furnishings subscale scores and Program Structure subscale scores).
Regression analysis found a significant equation where administration preparation had a
significant positive regression weight (e.g., Space and Furnishings, R2 = .157, p < .01, β =
.163, Program Structure R2 = .154, p < .01, β = .228). The administrative preparation
variable was found to be a predictor of structural quality. The null hypothesis was
rejected and the alterative hypothesis (i.e., administration preparation can predict quality
within an early childhood program’s structural components) was accepted. In early
childhood programs where administrators have higher levels of preparation, quality
within structural components is expected to be higher as well.
The early childhood administrator has been linked by the research to all
components of the early childhood program (Bloom, 1992; Hujala, 2004; Lower &
Cassidy, 2007; Nuppopen, 2006). Current research has examined quality not only at the
overall level, but also within the structural components of the program which include
group and ratio size, health and safety standards, and personnel qualifications (Barnett,
2011; Guo, Piasta, Justice, and Kaderavek, 2010; Vitiello, et al., 2012). The ECERS-R, a
quality measurement tool which is a widely used in the literature to measure quality
(Fenech, Sweller, & Harrison, 2010; Hillemeier et al., 2013; Keys et al., 2013; Lower &
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Cassidy, 2007; Scopelleti & Musatti, 2013), also groups measures of quality into
structural components or “subscales” which include space and furnishings and program
structure (Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2005). The results of this study address the gap in
the research pertaining to the strength of the relation between administration preparation
and structural components of the early childhood program (Stamopoulos, 2012; Wise &
Wright, 2012). The data indicated that the administration preparation variable was a
predictor of higher ECERS-R Space and Furnishings subscale scores, as well as ECERSR Program Structure subscale scores (i.e., administration preparation can predict
structural quality in early childhood programs).
Research indicates that high quality programs provide educational experiences
for young children that lead to better outcomes as related to higher education attendance,
performance on intellectual and academic tests (Abner, Gordon, Kaestner, & Koreman,
2013; Esping-Andersen et al., 2012; Kelton, Talan, & Bloom, 2013; McCarthy,
Whitebook, Ritchie, & Frede, 2010; Ruzek, Burchinal, Farkas, & Duncan, 2014; Vitiello,
Booren, Downer, & Williford, 2012), and a higher chance of entering and remaining in
the workforce (Ma et al., 2013). The structure of the early childhood program ( e.g.,
learning environment layout and design, scheduling, teacher/child ratios, group sizes,
etc.) contribute to higher quality experiences for children (Barnett, 2011; Early, et al,
2010; Mashburn et al., 2008; Vitiello, et al., 2012). The current study provides empirical
support which links early childhood administration preparation and the quality within the
structural components of the early childhood program. These results offer insight for
training programming and educational requirements that focus on increasing quality in
early childhood education (i.e., formal education programs, training, and technical
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assistance should include research-based knowledge which focuses on these structural
elements and how to effectively implement them into the early childhood program).
Administration Preparation and Early Childhood Programmatic Components
The third question included in this study focused on administration preparation
and quality within the programmatic components of the early childhood program, (e.g.,
procedures for caring for children, language development, curriculum and learning
activities, and interaction between teachers and children). To measure programmatic
quality, subscales from the ECERS-R assessment tool which include these programmatic
elements were only used for this question (e.g., Personal Care Routines, Language and
Reasoning, Activities, and Interaction). The null hypothesis for this question was that
administration preparation could not predict programmatic quality. The alternative
hypothesis held that administration preparation could predict programmatic quality.
Regression analysis performed between administration preparation aggregated
scores and ECERS-R programmatic subscale scores found an equation where
administration preparation had a significant positive regression weight for each subscale
(e.g., Personal Care Routines, R2 = 051, p < .05, β = .076, Language Reasoning, R2 = 150,
p < .01, β = .171, Activities, R2 = 145, p < .01, β = .175, and Interaction, R2 = .088, p <
.01, β = .152). These findings indicated that administration preparation aggregate scores
could predict scores for each programmatic subscale (i.e., in early childhood programs
where administrators have higher levels of preparation, quality within programmatic
components could be expected to be higher as well). The findings led to the null
hypothesis being rejected and the alterative was accepted, supporting that administration
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preparation can predict quality within programmatic components of the early childhood
program.
Research has linked the early childhood administrator not only with structural
components of the early childhood program (Barnett, 2011; Guo, Piasta, Justice, and
Kaderavek, 2010; Vitiello, et al., 2012) but also with programmatic components of early
childhood programs including curriculum learning activities, care of children, and
interaction between early childhood teachers and children (Bloom, 1992; Hujala, 2004;
Lower & Cassidy, 2007; & Nuppopen, 2006). The ECERS-R includes subscales which
measure the quality level of the programmatic components of the early childhood
program. These subscales include Personal Care Routines, Language and Reasoning,
Activities, and Interaction (Harms et al., 2006). The results of this study address the gap
in the research pertaining to the strength of the relation between administration
preparation and the programmatic components of the early childhood program
(Stamopoulos, 2012; Wise & Wright, 2012). The findings suggested the administration
preparation variable was a predictor of higher ECERS-R Personal Care Routines,
Language and Reasoning, Activities, and Interaction subscale scores (i.e., administration
preparation can predict programmatic quality in early childhood programs).
Research has identified that the design and implementation of programmatic
functions (i.e., the care of children, curriculum activities, and interactions between
children and teaching staff) are the responsibility of the early childhood administrator
(Hujala, 2004; Lower & Cassidy, 2007; Nuppopen, 2006). The current study’s findings
indicate that there is a strong connection between the preparation of the administrator and
these functions. These results provide support for the inclusion of research-based
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knowledge of programmatic elements in early childhood administration preparation
including formal educational courses, as well as training and technical assistance
programs. Early childhood administrators should be able to identify programmatic
elements and also understand how these elements contribute to higher quality within the
early childhood program.
Fiscal Management Preparation and Quality
This study also sought to examine if administration preparation that includes
fiscal management knowledge was related to both overall quality, as well as quality
within structural and programmatic components of the early childhood program. The
fourth research question included in this study focused on fiscal management
administration preparation and overall quality. The fifth research question focused on
fiscal management administration preparation and structural quality, and the sixth
question focused on fiscal management administration preparation and programmatic
quality. For each question, the null hypothesis stated that fiscal management
administration preparation could not predict overall quality, structural quality, or
programmatic quality respectively. The alternative hypothesis for each question stated
that fiscal management preparation could predict quality at each level.
As with the other research questions, correlation statistics were used to determine
if there was a relation between these variables. Regression analysis was not performed
however, due to a lack of significant correlations between fiscal management specific
administration preparation and ECERS-R overall and subscale scores. Regression
analysis was conducted between the fiscal management administration preparation
variable and ECERS-R overall and subscale scores. The results indicated that the fiscal
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management administration preparation variable could not predict ECERS-R overall or
subscale scores (e.g., fiscally-related administration preparation is not related to overall
quality). It was concluded that the null hypotheses for the fourth, fifth, and sixth research
questions, which held that fiscally-related administration preparation does not predict
early childhood program quality, were accepted and the alternative hypotheses were
rejected.
Current research has associated effective fiscal management knowledge with the
success of small and mid-sized firms or organizations (Karadag, 2015; Mazzarol, 2014)
including the effective administration of early childhood programs (Jin, 2008; Nuppopen,
2006; & Whitebook et al., 2012). This study sought to fill a gap in the literature which
pertained to the impact that fiscal management preparation, received by early childhood
administrators, had on the level of quality within the early childhood program. The
results of this study did not provide empirical evidence to support that a significant
relation exists between fiscal management preparation and program quality (i.e., early
childhood fiscal management preparation cannot predict quality within the early
childhood program).
The study’s sample which included early childhood administrators who had
preparation related to fiscal management was small (n = 44). One reason for this could
be that the fiscal management training and technical assistance programs in Mississippi
are newer programs and have only been offered in the state since 2012. While the study
of fiscal management in early childhood administration has been limited, the literature
asserts that fiscal management is an important component of the early childhood
administrator’s role, thus, contributing to the effective management of all components of
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the early childhood program (Jin, 2008; Nuppopen, 2006; Ryan et al., 2011; Whitebook
et al., 2012). Fiscal management plays an important role with budgeting, income and
cost management, grants and contracts management, and human resource functions
(Nuppopen, 2006; Whitebook et al., 2012). As more early childhood administrators
participate in fiscal management training (i.e., the sample size increases to achieve more
power), it is believed that a stronger correlation will be found between fiscally-related
early childhood administration preparation and quality programming as the research
supports.
Limitations
The population of interest for the current study was early childhood
administrators in the state of Mississippi. This study examined this population by pulling
a sample of all early childhood administrators currently enrolled in Mississippi’s Quality
Stars program (i.e., the quality rating improvement system for the state). This study was
quantitative in nature, in which the purpose is often to generalize results to a particular
population. The results of this study could be generalized to early childhood
administrators across Mississippi; however, the focus of administrators in Mississippi
make generalizing the results of this study difficult for other states because of the
diversity of early childhood administration requirements among states across the nation
(Bloom et al., 2013; Institute of Medicine and National Research Council, 2015). There
is variance among different states concerning the type of preparation that early childhood
administrators receive, especially within professional development training, technical
assistance, and management credentials geared toward early childhood leadership (Ryan
et al. 2011; Whitebook et al., 2012; Bloom & Sheerer, 1992; Lower & Cassidy, 2007).
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There is also variance across states in how quality is measured. Each state that
incorporates a quality rating improvement system may do so using various quality
measurements tools, including but not limited to the ECERS-R (Fenech, Sweller, &
Harrison, 2010; Hillemeier et al., 2013; Vitiello et al., 2012). To strengthen the
generalizability of this this study, samples of administrators might be pulled from other
quality rating systems in other states across the nation.
Another large limitation of this study was the number of participants (n = 44) that
held fiscal management specific preparation, thus making it difficult to draw any strong
conclusions of how fiscally-related administration preparation may impact the early
childhood program. No association was found between fiscal management
administration preparation and early childhood program quality. To date, the relation
between fiscal management knowledge and early childhood program quality has not been
examined empirically in the literature. However, the literature does support that fiscal
management knowledge is key in the effectiveness of the early childhood administrator’s
role (Nuppopen, 2006; Whitebook et al., 2012). A future study using a larger sample of
participants with fiscally-related preparation may produce results that provide support for
the relation among fiscal management preparation, the early childhood administrator, and
program quality. Finally, this study was cross-sectional in design. Using a longitudinal
study design in which the administrators were examined over a longer period of time
could provide valuable insight into the continued preparation of the early childhood
administrator. For example, following a group of administrators over the course of
several years, documenting their continued preparation (e.g., professional development
training, etc.), and evaluating quality within their program might give better indication of
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how the on-going preparation affects the early childhood administrator, as maturation in
the role is achieved.
Recommendations
This study provided empirical evidence that early childhood administration
preparation plays a factor in the quality of the early childhood program. These findings
fall in line with existing research that links the administrator with program quality. This
study examined administration preparation, including formal education and information
training that may have been received before the administrator began fulfilling his or her
role. The results of this study indicated that administration preparation can predict
quality within the early childhood program. Therefore, the establishment of quality may
begin before the administrator even enters the early childhood program.
The results of the current study also lead to a few practical applications. First, as
evidenced by the relation between early childhood administration preparation and
structural and programmatic quality, as well as overall quality, it is important that the
preparation of early childhood administrators include not only early childhood
development knowledge, but also knowledge related to establishing structural and
programmatic elements that facilitate a quality learning environment for young children
(e.g., classroom arrangement and scheduling, personal care routines of children,
curriculum and learning activities, and effective teaching pedagogy including proper
interaction between adult and child). Second, as also evidenced by the relation between
early childhood administration preparation and program quality, it is important that
quality rating improvement systems take into account the preparation that administrators
have received when establishing guidelines for measuring quality (i.e., a degree related to
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early childhood education may lead to a better quality program). Third, as legislation
affecting the early childhood industry is made, it is important to recognize the role that
administration preparation may have on the quality of the early childhood program.
Government-mandated regulations concerning the qualifications to fill the role of
administrator should be carefully determined and include knowledge that would enhance
the structural and programmatic components, as well as the overall quality of the
program. Finally, as evidenced by the results of this study, research which examines
early childhood administration and program quality should take into account the type of
preparation the administrator of the program has received. The current study has shown
this to be a possible predictor of both overall quality, as well as, structural and
programmatic quality within the early childhood program.
Conclusions
This examination of early childhood administrator preparation and its impact on
early childhood program quality led to the conclusion that early childhood administration
preparation can be a predictor of quality within the early childhood program. The
indications for administrator preparation, as per the current data, apply to the overall
quality of the early childhood program, as well as the structural and programmatic
components of the program. While this study did not find a significant relation between
specific financial management preparation and program quality, a future study with a
larger sample of early childhood administrators who hold fiscally-related preparation
(e.g., business-related degrees, early childhood management credentials, and training on
fiscal management practice) may yield different results and provide more empirical
support for what the literature has indicated (i.e., fiscal management administration
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knowledge is a factor which may impact the level of quality in the early childhood
program (Nuppopen, 2006; Whitebook et al., 2012)).
The implications of this study indicate it is important that preparation of early
childhood administrators include knowledge related to the establishment and
implementation of quality structural and programmatic elements (e.g., classroom
arrangement and scheduling, personal care routines of children, curriculum and learning
activities, and effective teaching pedagogy including proper interaction between adult
and child) into the early childhood program. These elements of the program must be
properly executed to provide children with high quality care and education. Additionally,
this study suggests that quality rating improvement systems consider the type of
preparation administrators have received when setting standards for measuring quality of
the early childhood program (i.e., a degree related to early childhood education may lead
to a better quality program, therefore the administrator should receive a higher rating for
an early childhood related degree).
Another indication of this study’s findings is that public policy (i.e., legislation)
should recognize how administration preparation may impact quality in the early
childhood program. Educational requirements set by government-mandate should
include understanding of the structural and programmatic components within the early
childhood program and how to create and implement these components. Finally, research
related to early childhood administration preparation should consider administrative
preparation and its impact on the early childhood program. Theoretical models such as
Nuppopen’s Business Model of Service Delivery in Child Care Centers could be
expanded to include administration preparation and its impact on the role of the
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administrator within the early childhood program. Particularly focusing on how
preparation may impact the constructs of the model (e.g., environmental factors, center
performance, organizational factors, and entrepreneurial orientation).
The current study sought to address a gap in the literature on early childhood
administration, focusing on the impact that early childhood administration preparation
has on quality. Current literature indicated that the role of the early childhood
administrator does have an impact on the quality level of the respective programs, and
that fiscal management knowledge is essential to the role of the administrator. However,
the literature did not address the level of impact that the administrator’s role has on
quality or how fiscal management knowledge itself impacts the role of the administrator
and the quality of the program. The results of this study have shown that the preparation
of the administrator may predict quality within the early childhood program, but
preparation is only one facet of the early childhood administrator’s role. The early
childhood administrator makes daily decisions which affect all operational components of
the early childhood program. Studying the impact of these decisions on the program,
particularly how these decisions affect the level of quality within the program, is
warranted. The results of this study will help to fill in the gap of the literature on this
subject partially, however, further study is necessary to better understand the full
spectrum of the role of the early childhood administrator and the impact that role has on
the quality of the early childhood program.
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